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DISTRICT COURT SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
BONNEVILLE COUNTY IDAHO 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC. an Idaho 
cO!l'oration, TRAVIS WATERS, an 
individual. 
Plainti tl/Counterdefendant, 
vs. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC .. an 
Idaho corporation, SUNNYSIDE PARK 
OWNERS ASSOCIA TlON, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, and SUNNYSIDE 
INDUSTRIAL AND PROFESSIONAL 
PARK, LLC. an Idaho limited liability 
company. DOYLE BECK, an individual, 
KIRK WOOLF, an individual, 
Defendants!Counterclaimants. 
Case No.: CV-06-7097 
MOTION TO OFFSET JUDGMENTS 
AND MOTION FOR STA Y OF 
EXECUTION 
The piaintitl Printcraft Press. Inc. (Printcraft), through counsel of record. Beard 
St. Clair Gaffney PA, hereby move this COllrt pursuant to Rule 54(b) of the Idaho Rules 
of Civil Procedure for an order offsetting the competing judgments of Prinlcraft and 
Sunnyside Park Utilities. Inc. (SPU)j, f~d}!,ts.taft received judgment OIl the jury' s verdict 
.; U l}·J 
Motion to Orfset Judgments and Motion to Stay Execution Page 
1 13 
2085299732 55 p.m. 04-07-2009 
in the amount of $990,000.00 against SPU, Doyle Beck, and Kirk Woolf. That judgment 
is joint and several. SPlfs judgment entered on April 2, 2009, is for $1228.64. Rule 
54(b) provides: 
If any parties to a11 action are entitled to judgments against each other such as on a 
claim and counterclaim, or upon cross-claims. such judgments shall be offset 
against each other and a single judgment for the difference between the 
entitlements shall be entered in favor of the party entitled to the large judgment. 
IDAHO R. CIv. P. 54(b) (2008). 
Here. the Printcralt and SPU judgments are competing judgments and they should 
be offset pursuant to Rule 54(b). Since Printcratl has the larger of the two judgments, 
final judgment resolving the competing judgments should be entered in Printcraft's favor 
for the diflerencc. 
Printcraft also moves this Court for an order staying SPU's execution upon its 
judgment entered April 2, 2009. The basis for this motion is that PrintcraH and SPU have 
competing judgments that will be resolved pursuant to Rule 54(b) and that SPU, 
therefore, should not be allowed to execute upon its judgment. 
DATED: Apr~ 7, 2009 
/. ( ~ rfi ~ <r~-
! -~~" /~ t/'. :rVli,~b~e1 ~. Gaffney 
Ii JellreY-l)· Brunson 
V or Beard St. Clair Gaffney PA 
Attomeys for the Plaintiff 
Motion to Offset Judgments and Motion to Stay Execution Page 2 
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2085299732 18 pm 04-07-2009 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
r certi!'y I am a licensed attorney in the state of Idaho and on April 7, 2009, 1 
served a true and correct copy of the MOTION TO OFFSET JUDGMENTS AND 
l'vl0TION TO STAY EXECUTION on the following by the method of delivery 
designated below: 
Mark Fuller 
Fuller & Carr 
PO Box 50935 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-0935 
Fax: (208) 524-7167 
Bryan D. Smith 
Smith, Driscoll & Associates 
PO Box 50731 
Idaho Falls. ID 83405-0731 
Fax: (208) 529-4166 
Bonneville County Courthouse 
605 N. Capital Avenue 
Idaho Falls, If) 83402 
Fax: (208) 529-1300 
/1 
J,)/ ;.~.:r.-. 
i1 ----d/~J;k;_/_\-"'>..-=-"'--·-·~-'---­l",,~Micha~. Gaffney 
! Jeffrey''O. Brunson 
\J Beard St. Clair Gam1CY PA 
Attorneys tllr Plaintiff 
o U.S. Mail 0 Hand-delivered 
o U.S. Mail 0 Hand-delivered 
o U.S. Mail 0 Hand-delivered 
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// 
121 Facsimile 
// 
/" [3 Facsimile 
Motion to Offset Judgments and Motion to Stay Execution Page 3 
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MARK R. FULLER (ISB No. 2698) 
DANIEL R. BECK (ISB No. 7237) 
FULLER & CARR 
410 MEMORIAL DRIVE, SUITE 201 
P . O. Box 5 0 93 5 
IDAHO FALLS, ID 83405-0935 
TELEPHONE: ( 2 0 8) 524 - 54 0 0 
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDA.~T SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO IN AND FOR 
THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, 
Idaho corporation, 
INC. , 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
an ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
PARK UTILITIES, 
Idaho corporation, 
SUNNYSIDE 
INC., an 
SUNNYSIDE 
ASSOCIATION, 
corporation, 
INDUSTRIAL 
PARK, LLC, 
liability 
BECK, an 
WOOLF, an 
PARK OWNERS 
INC. , an Idaho 
SUNNYSIDE 
AND PROFESSIONAL 
an Idaho limited 
corporation, DOYLE 
individual, and KIRK 
individual. 
Defendants. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, 
INC., an Idaho corporation, 
and SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL AND 
PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, an 
Idaho limited liability 
corporation. 
Counterclaimants, 
v. 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, and TRAVIS 
WATERS, an individual. 
Counter-defendants. 
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Case No. CV-06-7097 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S 
MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION 
TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
NOTWITHSTANDING THE VERDICT 
AND ALTERNATIVE MOTION 
FOR NEW TRIAL AND WAIVER OF 
ORAL ARGUMENT 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
NOTWITHSTANDING THE VERDICT AND ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 
AND WAIVER OF ORAL ARGUMENT 1 
2006 
COMES NOW the Defendant, Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc., an 
Idaho corporation, (hereafter "Sunnyside") and files this Reply to 
Printcraft's Memorandum In Opposition to Motion For Judgment 
Notwithstanding the Verdict and Alternative Motion for New Trial. 
REPLY ARGUMENT 
I. JNOV PURSUANT TO IRCP 59(a) (5) 
Sunnyside adopts and incorporates arguments made by Beck and 
Woolf regarding JNOV as if set forth fully herein. Furthermore, 
Sunnyside adopts the factual argument set forth in Sunnyside's 
briefing regarding New Trial which are also applicable to the 
Motion for JNOV. Sunnyside respectfully requests that the Court 
grant JNOV and eliminate all damages asserted by Printcraft which 
are not supported by substantial evidence from the Judgment on 
Jury Verdict. 
II. NEW TRIAL PURSUANT TO IRCP 59{a) {5} 
Printcraft's brief asserts that a new trial pursuant to IRCP 
59(a) (5) is not warranted, however, Printcraft bases its argument 
on standards applicable to a Motion for JNOV. See Memorandum in 
Opposition, pg. 7. Specifically Printcraft argues that only the 
jury may determine the credibility of witnesses, resolve conflicts 
in the evidence, and draw reasonable inferences therefrom. Id. 
However, that is not the standard on a Motion for a New Trial. 
Specifically, Idaho's Supreme Court has stated that "(w]here a 
motion for a new trial is premised on inadequate or excessive 
damages, the trial court must weigh the evidence and then compare 
the jury's award to what he would have given had there been no 
jury." Quick v. Crane, 111 Idaho 759, 768, 727 P.2d 1187 (1986) 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
NOTWITHSTANDING THE VERDICT AND ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 
AND WAIVER OF ORAL ARGUMENT - 2 
(Emphasis in Original). The Court further stated: "It should be 
emphasized again that the rule that a verdict will not be set 
aside when it is supported by substantial but conflicting evidence 
has no application to a trial court ruling upon a motion for a new 
trial." Id. (Emphasis in Original). The Court in Quick v. Crane 
specifically rejected Printcraft's argument that the standard on a 
JNOV and New Trial are the same by stating: "Because of the 
finality of a judgment n.o.v. -i.e., the parties are not given the 
opportunity to try the case again-it is measured by a far more 
rigorous standard than is a motion for a new trial." Id. at 766. 
Printcraft also argues that "[t]here must be some evidence 
that passion or prejudice was involved in this case." See 
Memorandum in Opposition, pg. 10. However, this is also an 
incorrect statement of the law regarding IRCP 59(a) (5). In Puckett 
v. Verska, the Supreme Court stated: " ... Puckett did not need to 
prove that passion or prejudice affected the jury's verdict; the 
appearance alone was sufficient to justify a new trial or 
additur." 144 Idaho 161, 168, 158 P.3d 937 (2007). 
A decision under IRCP 59(a) (5) is a subjective determination 
to be made by the Court based on the Court's independent weighing 
of the evidence. Printcraft is correct that Sunnyside did not 
grasp the "elegant simplicity" of Printcraft's claim to the jury 
that because Printcraft's rent payments for the building over a 
ten year period were $1.08 million dollars, Printcraft was 
entitled to approximately one million dollars, despite 
Printcraft's full and continuing use of the building. "Elegant 
simplicity" in coming up with a million dollar number, does not 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
NOTWITHSTANDING THE V~~~~AND ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 
i-:' U V U AND WAIVER OF ORAL ARGUMENT - 3 
establish that number as damages awardable in a Court of Law. If 
Printcraft could not use the building, or if Printcraft were 
paying rent on two buildings, then Printcraft's claim for one 
million dollars could be considered as damages. However, where 
Printcraft only has one rent payment and is actually using the 
building, and intends to continue to occupy and use the building 
for the next seven years, Printcraft has not established damages, 
under any standard of proof, and it would be unfair and 
inequitable to require Sunnyside to pay Printcraft's rent for ten 
years. There simply is no evidence that Printcraft was damaged by 
paying rent to CTR Management rather than some other landlord. 
"If, having given full respect to the jury's findings, the judge 
on the entire evidence is left with the definite and firm 
conviction that a mistake has been committed, it is to be expected 
that he will grant a new trial." Quick v. Crane, 111 Idaho 759, 
768, 727 P.2d 1187 (1986) (Emphasis Added). Only the Court can 
decide if, in the Court's opinion, the damages were excessive. If 
the Court does determine that the damages were excessive, based 
upon the Court's independent weighing of the evidence, Sunnyside 
requests the Court order a new trial. 
III. NEW TRIAL PURSUANT TO IRCP 56(a} {6} 
On a Motion for New Trial, "[t]he trial judge is not required 
to view the evidence in a light most favorable to the verdict-
winner ... the judge is free to weigh the conflicting evidence for 
himself." Quick v. Crane, 111 Idaho 759, 767, 727 P.2d 1187 
(1986). The Court in Quick stated: "[i]t is well established that 
the trial judge may grant a new trial based on I.R.C.P. 59(a) (6) 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
NOTWITHSTANDING THE VERDICT AND ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR NEI'1 TRIAL 2 0 0 9 AND WAIVER OF ORAL ARGUMENT - 4 
where, after he has weighed all the evidence, including his own 
determination of the credibility of the witnesses, he concludes 
that the verdict is not in accord with his assessment of the clear 
weight of the evidence." Id. at 766. 
Printcraft claims that "evidence was presented that the 
defendants failed to disclose that there was in fact a private 
septic system rather than a sewer system as represented on its 
signage." See Memorandum in Opposition, pg. 12. This irrelevant 
evidence was presented over the repeated objection of Sunnyside 
and does not support the verdict, because this was not a claim 
contained anywhere in Printcraft's pleadings. 
Printcraft also claims that "[t]he only thing that induced 
Printcraft into actually consolidating its business enterprises 
were the fraudulent misrepresentations of the defendants." Id. pg. 
18. All evidence of "false advertising" was also admitted over 
Sunnyside's strenuous objections, despite the dismissal of all 
claims asserted by Printcraft for fraudulent misrepresentations. 
See Order on Motion to Dismiss, entered September 9, 2008, p. 2. 
("However, Printcraft is precluded from asserting any claims or 
presenting evidence relating to allegations of fraud based on 
affirmative or actual misrepresentations, as opposed to 
allegations for fraud based on non-disclosure.") (Emphasis Added). 
Instead of proving the specific non-disclosure claims 
contained in Printcraft's pleadings, Printcraft presented evidence 
of unpled "false advertising" and "fraudulent misrepresentations." 
without that improper and expressly excluded evidence, the jury 
may not have found that the Defendants acted improperly. More 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
NOTWITHSTANDING THE VERDICT AND ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 
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f- j.U 
importantly, without this inadmissible evidence, the trial 
evidence was insufficient to support Printcraft's claims for 
fraudulent non-disclosure. Sunnyside is entitled to a new trial, 
where Printcraft's evidence is limited to allegations set forth in 
the pleadings. 
The Court must independently weigh the evidence and determine 
if the evidence is sufficient. IRCP 59 (a) allows a New Trial " ... to 
all or any of the parties and on all or part of the issues in an 
action_U While Sunnyside believes that a New Trial should be 
granted as to liability and damages to all parties, the Court may 
in its discretion limit the New Trial to a determination of the 
damages suffered by Printcraft. As set forth by Beck and Woolf and 
Sunnyside in previous briefing, Printcraft's evidence of damages 
is not sufficient to support the verdict. Sunnyside respectfully 
requests that the Court grant a New Trial pursuant to IRCP 
59(a)(6). 
CONCLUSION 
The Court should independently weigh the evidence, and if 
appropriate, either grant JNOV to Sunnyside pursuant to IRCP 50(b) 
or grant a New Trial pursuant to IRCP 59(a) (5) or IRCP 59(a) (6). 
The damages awarded to Printcraft in this case are clearly 
excessive and Sunnyside should be allowed a new trial to properly 
examine the damages, if any, actually suffered by Printcraft. 
Furthermore, the evidence submitted by Printcraft does not justify 
a verdict on the claims contained in Printcraft' s Third Amended 
Complaint. Significant evidence was improperly submitted by 
Printcraft during the course of this trial, despite Sunnyside's 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
NOTWITHSTANDING THE VERDICT AND ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 2 0 11 AND WAIVER OF ORAL ARGUMENT - 6 
objections and in violation of the Court's pretrial order. 
Sunnyside is entitled to a new trial where the proof is limited to 
the claims contained in the pleadings. 
Sunnyside waives oral argument on its Motions for JNOV and 
Motion for New Trial and requests a decision from the Court based 
upon the submitted briefing. 
DATED this day of April, 2009. 
Mark R. Fuller 
Attorney for Defendant 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S MEMORAtIDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I served a true and correct copy of the 
following described pleading or document on the attorneys listed 
below on this day of April, 2009: 
Document Served: 
Attorneys Served: 
Michael D. Gaffney, Esq. 
BEARD ST. CLAIR 
2105 Coronado Street 
Idaho Falls, ID 83404 
Bryan Smith 
SMITH, DRISCOLL & ASSOCIATES 
P.O. Box 50731 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-0731 
Fax: 529-4166 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S MEMORANDUM 
IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR 
JUDGMENT NOTWITHSTANDING THE 
VERDICT AND ALTERNATIVE MOTION 
FOR NEW TRIAL AND WAIVER OF 
ORAL ARGUMENT 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimile 
Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimile 
Hand Delivery 
Mark R. Fuller 
FULLER & CARR 
REPLY TO PRINTCRAFT'S MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR JUDGMENT 
NOTWITHSTANDING THE VERDICT Al~D ALTERNATIVE MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL 
AND WAIVER OF ORAL ARGUMENT - 8 
MARK R. FULLER (ISB No. 2698) 
FULLER & CARR 
410 MEMORIAL DRIVE, SUITE 201 
P . O. Box 5 0 935 
IDAHO FALLS, 10 83405-0935 
TELEPHONE: (208) 524-5400 
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT - SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO IN AND FOR 
THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, 
Idaho corporation, 
INC. , 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
an ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, 
INC., an Idaho corporation and 
SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL AND 
PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC., an 
Idaho limited liability 
company, DOYLE BECK, an 
Individual, and KIRK WOOLF, an 
Individual, 
Defendants. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, 
INC., an Idaho corporation and 
SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL AND 
PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC., an 
Idaho limited liability 
company, 
Counterclaimants, 
v. 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC. , an 
Idaho corporation and TRAVIS 
WATERS, an Individual, 
Counter-defendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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) 
Case No. CV-06-7097 
NOTICE OF COMPLIANCE 
WITH ORDER STAYING EXECUTION 
NOTICE OF COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER STAYING EXECUTION 1 
°0 1 11 (." .1. .... 
COME NOW, the Defendant, Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc., and 
files Notice of Compliance with the Court's Order Staying 
Execution, para. 2, entered March 31, 2009. Such Order required 
verification of the existence of Zions Bank Account No. 4263017008 
in the amount of $1,346,400.00, within seven (7) days of the entry 
of such Order. Attached hereto as Exhibit "A" is a cover letter 
dated April 2, 2009, from Aaron Christensen, Branch Manager, Zions 
First National Bank, verifying that such account has been funded 
in the required amount. Also attached as Exhibit "B" is a letter 
dated March 19, 2009 from Aaron Christensen verifying the 
restrictions of such account. 
Also attached as Exhibit "C If is a Savings Account Inquiry 
dated April 2, 2009, verifying the funding of such account in the 
total amount of $1,346,400.00. Defendant requests the continued 
enforcement of the Order Staying Execution. 
DATED this day of April, 2009. 
Mark R. Fuller 
Attorney for Defendant 
Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc. 
NOTICE OF COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER STAYING EXECUTION - 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I served a true and correct copy of the 
following described pleading or document on the attorney listed 
below on this day of 
Document Served: 
Attorney Served: 
Michael Gaffney, Esq. 
BEARD ST. CLAIR 
2105 Coronado 
Idaho Falls, 10 83404 
Bryan D. Smith, Esq. 
MCGRATH SMITH & ASSOCIATES 
P.O. Box 50731 
Idaho Falls, 10 83405 
2009: 
NOTICE OF COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER 
STAYING EXECUTION 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimile 
Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimile 
Hand Delivery 
Mark R. Fuller 
FULLER & CARR 
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ZIONS BAN 1(£ 
---------------------------
April 2, 2009 
\!lark R, Puller, Esq, 
410 Memorial Drive, Suite 201 
P,O. Box 50935 
Idaho Falls, ID. 83405-0935 
RE: Reslrided disbursement account #4263017008 
Tu Vlhom It :t\1ay Concem: 
The above listed account has been funded by Doyle Beck to the amount of S 1 ,346,400 
and contains the restlictions listed in the letter to Mark R. Fuller, Esq. (attached) dated 
rVlarch 19, 2009. I have also attached a print out indicating the account number and 
balance. 
Best regards, 
Aaron Christensen 
Branch Manager 
Zions First 1\alional Bank 
2017 
7590 Zions Bank Ammon 
March 19, 2009 
Mark R. Funer, Esg. 
410 f.-1emorial Driyc, Suite 201 
P.O. Box 50935 
Idaho Fall~, Idaho 83405-0935 
RE: Establishment o/a Restricted Account 
To Whom It IVlay Concern: 
Zions First National Bank ("Zions") will, upon its receipt of a valid court order 
authorizing Zions to do so, establish a "restricted account" on behalf of the SeYenth 
Judicial District Court of the State ofIdaho. The restricted account "",ill be tilled as 
folknx,:s: "Zions Bank FBO Doyle Beck and Printcraft Press" and only a Zions officer will 
have signing authority on the account. Additionally, an administrative hold along with 
other intemal aletis will be placed on. the account. Thc funds deposited to the account 
will only be released upon, and pursuant to, Zions receiving an Order issued by the Court. 
Unless instructed othenvise by the Court, interest on lhe restJicted account will be held in 
the account and not disbursed to any paliy. 
Zions \viH be able to provide the Court, if so directed, \vith a copy of the signature 
card and a statement which will provide voitlcation that t.he account has been established 
and funded by Doyle Beck in the amount of $1,346,400. 
Sincerely, 
Q V'rrlr:.C"- {( 'L~,= ________________ _ 
Aaron Christensen 
Branch Manager 
Zions First National Bank 
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Bryan D. Smith, Esq. ISB No. 4411 
B. J. DriscolL Esq. - ISB No. 7010 
SMITH, DRISCOLL & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
P. O. Box 50731 
414 Shoup Avenue 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83405 
Telephone: (208) 524-0731 
Telefax: (208) 529-4166 
Attorneys for Defendants, Doyle Beck, 
and Kirk Woolf 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, 
Plaintiff: 
v. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., 
An Idaho corporation, SUNNYSIDE PARK 
OWNERS ASSOCIA nON, INC., an Idaho 
corporation, SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL 
AND PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, an 
Idaho limited liability corporation, DOYLE 
BECK, an individual, and KIRK WOOLF, 
an individual, 
Defendants. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, and SUNNYSIDE 
INDUSTRIAL AND PROFESSIONAL 
P ARIC, LLC, an Idaho limited liability 
Corporation, DOYLE BECK, an individual, 
and KIRK WOOLF, an individual, 
Counterclaimants, 
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v. ) 
) 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., an ) 
Idaho corporation, and TRAVIS WATERS, ) 
an individual, ) 
) 
Counter-defendants. ) 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Bonneville ) 
BR Y AN D. SMITH, being first duly sworn upon oath, deposes and states: 
1. I make this affidavit based on my own personal knowledge. 
2. Attached to this affidavit as Exhibit "A" are true and correct copies of Exhibits FT 
through GL which are copies of billing invoices from Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc. to CTR 
Management. 
3. Attached as Exhibit "B" is a true and correct copy of Exhibit V which is a check 
iiOln CTR Development showing payment for the sewer connection. 
Further your affian~~ naught. 
DATED this fl day of April, 2009. 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this lIlt day of April, 2 09. 
AFFfDA VIT OF BRYAN D. SMITH - Page 2 
FICLlENTSIBOS\ 796SIPleadings\066.Af1Idavit of B OS. doc 
Notary Public for: d ho / 
Residing at Idaho Fa ,Idaho , 
My Commission Expires: O~ /tr 
CERTIFICATE~ERVICE 
1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on the _~L day of April, 2009, I caused a true and correct 
copy ofthe foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF BRYAN D. SMITH to be served by placing the same in 
a sealed envelope and depositing it in the United States Mail, postage prepaid, or by hand 
delivery, facsimile transmission, or overnight delivery, addressed to the following: 
/" 
[~S.Mail 
l ] 
[ ] 
[ ] 
[ ] 
Facsimile Transmission 
Overnight Delivery 
Hand Delivery 
Courthouse Mail Box 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[ ] Facsimile Transmission 
[ ] jD'ernight Delivery 
[vf Hand Delivery 
[ ] Courthouse Mail Box 
AFFIDA VIT OF BRYAN D. SMITH Page 3 
F:\CLlENTS\8DS\7965\Plcadings\066.Aflidavit ofBDS.doc 
.J effrey D. Brunson, Esq. 
Lance J. Schuster, Esq. 
John M. Avondet, Esq. 
Michael D. Gaffney, Esq. 
BEARD ST. CLAIR 
2105 Coronado Street 
Idaho Falls, ID 83404 
Mark R. Fuller, Esq. 
Daniel Beck, Esq. 
FULLER & CARR 
410 Memorial Drive, Suite 201 
P. O. Box 50935 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-0935 
EXHIBIT "A " 
2023 
--' 
-
I 
...-. 
Sunnyside Utilities me 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1768 
Bill To 
CI'R Management 
3234 S. Professional WilY 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
Sewer Service 
Description 
Invoice 
Data Invoice 1# 
113112006 323 
P,O. No. Term6 Project 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12.50 12.50 
J5.00 15.00 
Total $27.50 
( 
( 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1768 
ail/To 
erR Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
!daho Palls, lD 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
Sewer Set'Vice 
Description 
Terms 
Net 15 
Rate 
Total 
Date 
212812006 
12.50 
15.00 
Invoice 
Invoice I; 
324 
Project 
Amount 
12.50 
15.00 
$27.50 
2026 
/ 
( 
-
-
Surmyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, lD 83403-1768 
Bill To 
CTR Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
Idaho Palls, ID 83402 
Quantity 
Waltr Service 
Sewer Service 
Oescription 
P.O. No. 
2027 
Invoice 
Date Invoioe IF 
3/3112006 325 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12..50 12.50 
15.00 15.00 
Total $27.50 
( 
--' 
.--" 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1768 
6il/To 
CTR Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
rdaho Falls, ID 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
Sewer Service 
Description 
P.C.No. 
Invoice 
Date Invoice # 
4/3012006 349 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12.50 12.50 
15.00 lS.OO 
Total $27.50 
~ . 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, II) 83403-1768 
Sill To 
CTR. Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
fdaho Fans. lD 83402 
Quantity 
Wlin::r Service 
Sewer Service 
Description 
P.O. No. 
Invoice 
Date invoice # 
5/31/2006 361 
Tarms Project 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12.50 12.50 
IS.OO 15.00 
Total $27.50 
( 
~ 
S urmyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403·1768 
Bill To 
CT~ Man~ement 
3834 S. PrMessional Way 
Maho ralls. In S3402 
Quantity 
Water Sen icc 
Sewer Service 
Description 
P.O. No. 
Invoice 
Date Invoict; # 
6i30noo6 372 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rats Amount 
12.50 12.50 
15.00 15.00 
Total $27.50 
I 
.... ./ 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403~ 1768 
Bill To 
CTR MiIlagement 
3834 S. ProfesSional Way 
Idaho Fntls, ID 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
Sewer Service 
Description 
P.O. No. 
2031 
Invoice 
Date Invoice # 
713 1/2006 3 B3 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12.50 12.50 
i5.00 15.00 
Total $27.50 
..-' 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1768 
8iU To 
CTR Management 
3834 S. Professional Wa.y 
Idaho Falls. ID 83402 
Quantity 
1 Wilier Meter Parts 
Description 
P.O. No. 
Invoice 
Dele Invoice 'It 
8/10n006 392 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rat~ Amount 
804.62 804.62 
.. 
Total $804.62 
( 
-
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box. 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1768 
Bill To 
erR Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Quantity 
23.56 Excess Water Charge 05/3 [/06 
22.41 Excess Water Charge 06/30/06 
23.56 Excess Watet Charge 07f3I106 
Estimated weIer usage @ 1147 gallonS per day 
: 
Description 
Invoice 
Date Invoice # 
8122/2006 393 
P,O. No. Terms Project 
NeIlS 
Rate Amount 
0,48 11.31 
OAS 10.76 
0,48 lUI 
Total $33 .38 
( 
-< 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, 1D 83403-1768 
Bill To 
CTR Management 
3&34 S. Professional Way 
Idaho Falls, 1D 834D2 
Quantity 
Water Service 
Sewer Service 
22.27 Excoss Water Charge 
Description 
P.O. No. 
Invoice 
Date Invoice # 
813112006 397 
Terms Projact 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12.50 1250 
15.00 15.00 
0,48 10.69 
Total $38.l9 
'" 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Palls, II) 83403-1768 
Bill To 
CTR Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
faMO Fal!s, ID 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
Sewer Service 
[H Excess Water Charge 
Desoription 
P.O, No. 
Invoice 
Date Invoice # 
9/30/2006 408 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12.50 12.50 
17.50 17.50 
0.48 7.10 
Total $37.lO 
"-' 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
p.o. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1768 
Bill To 
eTR Managemenc 
3834 S. Professional Way 
Idaho FaJls. lD 83402 
Quantity 
Willer Service 
S ewer Service 
19.01 Excess Wl!tel' Chal'ge 
Description 
P.O. No. 
2036 
Invoice 
Date lnvoice # 
IO/3if.W06 42l 
Terms Project 
Nel lS 
Rate Amount 
12.50 12.50 
11.50 17.S0 
0.48 9.[2 
Total $39.1 2 
--
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1768 
Bill To 
eTR Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
Idaho Falls. ID 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
Sewer Service 
19 Exce3s Water Cllarge (estimote) 
Description 
P.O. No. 
Invoice 
Date Invoice It 
1lI30/2006 433 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rata Amount 
12.50 12.50 
17.50 17.50 
0.48 9.12 
Total $39.l2 
/ 
L 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box: 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-l768 
BmTa 
CTR Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
Idaho FtIlls. ID 83402 
Quantity 
Water SerVice 
o Sewer Service 
o Excess Watet Charge (estimate) 
Description 
P.O. No. Terms 
Net IS 
Rate 
Total 
Invoice 
Date Invoice It 
1:zJ3112006 447 
l2.50 
11.50 
0.48 
Project 
Amount 
12.50 
0.00 
0.00 
S12.50 
-Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls. ID 83403-1768 
Bill To 
CTR Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
Idaho Falls,!D 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
o Sower Service 
J.8 Excess Water Ch:arge 
Desoription 
P.O. No. 
Invoice 
Date Invoice # 
1I3l!2007 466 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12.50 12.50 
17.50 0.00 
O.4S 1.82 
Total $14.32 
( 
.... 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
p,o, Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1768 
Bill To 
crtt Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
Idaho Palls, ID 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
2.24 Excess Water Charge (estimate) 
Description 
P.O. No. 
Invoice 
Dat(> Invoice JI 
2/28n007 469 
Terms proieot 
Net l5 
Rate Amount 
12.50 [2.50 
0.48 L08 
Total $13.58 
( 
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P,O. Box 1768 
Idaho Fails, II) .83403~1768 
6111 To 
CfR Management 
3834 S. Professional Way 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
o Excess Water Charge (estimate) 
Description 
P.O. No. 
Invoice 
Date Invoice it 
3i31f2007 484 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12.50 12.50 
0.48 0.00 
Total $11.50 
( 
( 
-
Sunnyside Utilities Inc 
P.O. Box 1768 
Idaho Falls, ID 83403-1768 
Bill To 
erR Management 
3g34 S. Professional Wty 
Idnho Fails, ID 83402 
Quantity 
Water Service 
0 Excess WQ[er Charge (estimate) 
Desoription 
P.O. No. 
2042 
Invoice 
Date Invoice it 
4/3012007 497 
Terms Project 
Net 15 
Rate Amount 
12.50 12.50 
0.48 0.00 
Total $12.50 
EXHIBIT "B" 
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DEFENDANT'S 
EXHIBIT 
. i \ . 
" 
APR 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DIS~cf 7 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., an Idaho 
corporation, 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, SUNNYSIDE PARK 
O\VNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., an Idaho 
corporation, and SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL 
& PROFESSIONAL PARK, L.L.c., an Idaho 
limited liability company, DOYLE BECK, an 
individual, KIRK WOOLF, an individual, 
Defendants, 
Case No. CV -06-7097 
AMENDED JUDGMENT 
On March 31, 2009, the Court entered a judgment upon verdict in favor of 
Plaintiff in the amount of$990,000.00. On April 2, 2009, the Court entered ajudgment 
in favor of Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc. in the amount of $1,228.64. Pursuant to Rule 
54, I.R.C.P., said judgments are hereby amended and offset to reflect a net judgment in 
favor of Plaintiffs in the amount of$988,771.36. The judgment of April 2, 2009, in the 
amount of$I,228.64 shall be deemed fully satisfied. 
THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that Plaintiff have 
judgment against Defendants Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc, Doyle Beck and Kirk Woolf, 
jointly and severally, in the amount of $988,771.36, with interest accruing thereon at the 
statutory rate from April 2, 2009. 
AMENDED JUDGMENT - 1 
Dated day of --'-4--'------C--' 2009. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this j;1day of.-I / ,2009, I did send a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document upon the' pa ies listed below by mailing, with the correct 
postage thereon; by causing the same to be placed in the respective courthouse mailbox; 
or by causing the same to be hand-delivered. 
Michael Gaffney 
Lance Schuster 
Beard S1. Clair Gaffney, McNamara Calder 
2105 Coronado S1. 
Idaho Falls, ID 83404 
Mark R. Fuller 
Daniel R. Beck 
Fuller & Carr 
P.O. Box 50935 
410 Memorial Drive, Suite 201 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-0935 
Bryan D. Smith 
McGrath, Smith & Associates 
P.O. Box 50731 
414 Shoup Avenue 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405 
AMENDED JUDGMENT-2 
RONALD LONGMORE 
Clerk of the District Court 
Bonneville County, Idaho 
By 'v\A/~J 
Deputy Clerk 
8 U TY 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., an Idaho 
corporation, 
Plaintiff~ 
vs. 
SUNNYSIDE UTILITIES, INC., and Idaho 
Corporation, SUNNYSIDE PARK O\VNERS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., and Idaho Corporation, 
and SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL AND 
PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, and Idaho 
limited liability corporation, DOYLE BECK, 
an individual, and KIRK WOOLF, an 
individual, 
Defendants. 
Case No. CV-06-7097 
MEMORANDUM DECISION 
AND ORDER ON MOTIONS FOR JNOV 
OR NEW TRIAL 
I. FACTS. 
On March 16, 2009, the jury returned a verdict finding in favor of Plaintiff Printcraft 
Press, Inc. (Printcraft) and against Defendant Sunnyside Utilities, Inc. (Sunnyside) on its 
counterclaim. The jury awarded Plaintiff damages on its claims for fraud by nondisclosure in the 
amount of$990,000. Defendants Sunnyside, Beck and Woolf have filed motions for judgment 
notwithstanding the verdict or new trial. In a prior order, the Court denied the motions to the 
extent they sought judgment notwithstanding the verdict on the grounds that Defendants owed no 
duty of disclosure. As to the remaining arguments, Printcraft and Sunnyside have waived oral 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER 
argument on said motions. No Party has requested a hearing on the motions. Accordingly, the 
Court enters this decision based on the record. 
II. STANDARD OF ADJUDICATION 
Standard for JNOV 
In considering a motion for judgment notwithstanding the verdict, the law 
provides that "a jury verdict must be upheld if there is evidence of sufficient quantity and 
probative value that reasonable minds could have reached a similar conclusion to that of 
the jury." Hall v. Farmers Alliance j\1ut. Ins. Co., 145 Idaho 313, 324, 179 P.3d 276,287 
(2008) (citing Gillingham Canst., Inc. v. Newby-Wiggins Canst., Inc., 142 Idaho 15,20, 
121 P.3d 946, 951 (2005». In reviewing a motion for JNOV the court may not reweigh 
evidence, consider witness credibility, or compare its factual findings with that of the 
jury. Furthermore, the moving party admits the truth of the adverse evidence and every 
inference that may legitimately be drawn from the evidence. Schwan's Sales 
Enterprises, Inc. v. Idaho Transp. Dept., 142 Idaho 826, 830, 136 P.3d 297,301 (2006). 
Standard for New Trial 
A court may order a new trial when cOUli finds that the amount of damages 
awarded appears to have been given under the influence of prejudice or passion. LR.C.P. 
59(a)(5). Sanchez v. Galey, 112 Idaho 609, 615, 733 P.2d 1234, 1240 (1986). The trial 
court should not substitute its view for that of the jury, but rather examine the disparity 
between its own judgment and that of the jury and determine if it shocks the conscience 
of the court. Id. The court performs a subjective analysis based on the court's evaluation 
of the alleged excessiveness ofthejury's award. Pratton v. Gage, 122 Idaho 848, 852, 
840 P.2d 392,396 (1992). Ifin the court's determination, its own award is so 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER 2 
substantially different from that given by the jury such that the difference can only be 
explained by actions based on passion or prejudice, then a new trial (or remitittur) should 
be granted. Id.; Schaefer v. Ready, 134 Idaho 378, 3 P.3d 56 (App. 2000). 
Under LR.C.P. 59(a)(6), a district court may grant a new trial based on the ground 
of "insufficiency of the evidence to justify the verdict or other decision." I.R.C.P. 
59(a)(6). "A trial judge may grant a new trial on that ground if, after making his or her 
own assessment ofthe credibility of the witnesses and weighing the evidence, the judge 
determines that the verdict is not in accord with the clear weight of the evidence." 
Hudelson v. Delta Intern. MachinelY Corp., 142 Idaho 244, 248, 127 P.3d 147, 151 
(2005) (citing Karlson v. Harris, 140 Idaho 561, 568, 97 P.3d 428,435 (2004»). Any 
motion for a new trial based on insufficiency of the evidence must "set forth the factual 
grounds therefore with particularity." LR.C.P. (59)(a)(7). 
III. ANALYSIS 
Sunnyside argues that it is entitled to a judgment notwithstanding the verdict on the 
grounds that Sunnyside and Printcraft entered into a settlement and compromise agreement on or 
about September 25, 2006, wherein Printcraft indicated in a letter from counsel that it agreed not 
to discharge "processed waste". The Court finds that based on the evidence presented to the 
jury, the jury's conclusion that Printcraft's claims were not defeated by any alleged compromise 
agreement is supported by substantial and competent evidence whereby reasonable minds could 
reach the same conclusion. 
In considering Defendants motions for judgment notwithstanding the verdict, and 
drawing all reasonable inferences in favor of the non moving party and in support of the jury 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER 3 
verdict, the Court finds that Defendants are not entitled to a jUdgment notwithstanding the 
verdict. 
Defendants also seek a new trial on the grounds that the damages awarded were excessive 
and given under the inf1uence of passion or prejudice (Rule 59(a)(5» and/or that there was 
insufficient evidence to justify the award of damages (Rule 59(a)(6». 
The jury concluded that Defendants were liable in this matter for failing to disclose 
limitations as to the septic system. Printcraft's claim for damages was based on the argwnent that 
various expenses would not have been incuned had it known of the septic system limitation 
because it would not have moved onto the property with that knowledge. As asselied by 
Printcraft, damages included rental on a building that had no value because it was without sewer 
service. Other alleged damages included moving expenses and expenses incuned in collecting 
and hauling away sewage. 
In considering the evidence presented at the time of trial, the Court finds that the jury 
verdict was not based on passion or prejudice. The jury took a significant amount of time in 
deliberations before entering a verdict. The amount of damages awarded was less than the total 
amount claimed by Printcraft. The Court finds that the jury's determination and award of 
damages to Printcraft does not "shock the conscience". 
Similarly, the Cowi has considered whether the award of damages was against the clear 
weight of the evidence. Evidence was presented which would have suppOlied both a greater and 
lesser award of damages. The Court finds that the award of damages was not against the clear 
weight of the evidence. 
Admittedly, this Court would be concerned if the amount of damages awarded included 
both ten years of rental expenses as well as all costs of collecting and hauling sewage. Under 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER 4 
such a circumstance, Defendants' argument that Printcraft would then essentially receive a 
double recovery has merit i.e., if Defendants are required to reimburse Printcraft for rental 
expenses in a building that has no sewer service, also requiring Defendant to pay for collecting 
and removing sewage would arguably be a double recovery. However, the award of damages 
does not lend itself to that conclusion. Again, the award was slightly less than the amount 
claimed for rental expenses, not including moving expenses or expenses for collecting and 
hauling sewage. As such, the Court finds that the amount of damages does not suppOli a double 
recovery argument. 
IV. CONCLUSION AND ORDER 
Based on the foregoing, Defendants Sunnyside Park Utilites, Inc., Beck and 
Woolf s motions for judgment notwithstanding the verdict, and motions for new trial, are 
denied. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED this Jl-/ day of April, 2009. 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER 
nr,h. '1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this :Nf day of April, 2009, I did send a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing document upon tl1e parties listed below by mailing, with the correct postage 
thereon; by causing the same to be placed in the respective courthouse mailbox; or by 
causing the same to be hand-delivered. 
Mark R. Fuller 
Daniel R. Beck 
FULLER & CARR 
PO Box 50935 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-9035 
Michael D. Gaffney 
Lance 1. Shuster 
Jeffrey D. Brunson 
Beard St. Clair Gaffney 
2105 Coronado St. 
Idaho Falls, ID 83404-7495 
Bryan D. Smith 
McGrath, Smith & Associates 
P.O. Box 50731 
414 Shoup Avenue 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER 
RONALD LONGMORE 
Clerk of the District Court 
Bonneville County, Idaho 
By ''-'l{lJV 
D puty Clerk 
q r.r::;:!) 
,-vut.. 
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2085299732 
Michael D. Gaffney, ISB No. 3558 
Jeffrey D. Brunson, ISB No. 6996 
BEARD ST. CLAIR GAFFNEY PA 
2105 Coronado Street 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83404-7495 
Telephone: (208) 523-5171 
Facsimile: (208) 529-9732 
Email: gaffney(ii;!beardstclair.com 
je1T@beardstclair.com 
Attorneys for PlaintitT 
7 p.m. 04-27-2009 
DISTRICT COURT SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
BONNEVILLE COUNTY IDAHO 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC. an Idaho 
corporation, TRA VI S WATERS, an 
individual, 
PlaintitTiCounterdefendant, 
vs. 
SUNNYSI DE PARK UTILITIES, INC .. an 
Idaho corporation, SUNNYSIDE PARK 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION. INC., an 
Idaho corporation, and SUNNYSI DE 
INDUSTRIAL AND PROFESSIONAL 
PARK, LLC. an Idaho limited liability 
company, DOYLE BECK an individual, 
KIRK WOOLF, an individual, 
Defendants/Counterclaimants. 
Case No.: CV -06-7097 
RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS' 
OBJECTIONS TO MEMORANDUM OF 
ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 
'.:'1 rU ~ ') 
.:..' J.J 
Response to Defendants' Objections to Memorandum of Attomey's Fees and Costs - Page J 
1/14 
2085299732 p.m. 04-27-2009 
The plaintiff Printcratl Press, Inc. (Printcraft), through counsel of record. Beard 
St. Clair Gaffney PA, submits the folkwving Response to Defendants' Objections to 
Memorandum ofAttorney's Fees and Costs. 
INTRODUCTION 
Following the retum ofajury verdict of $990.000.00 in Printcraffs favor. 
Printcraft timely filed its Memorandum of Costs and Attorney's Fees pursuant to Idaho 
Rule of Civil Procedure 54. Instead of tiling a motion to disallow as contemplated by the 
rules of civil procedure. the defendants Sunnyside Park Utilities. Inc. (SPU), Doyle Beck, 
and Kirk Woolf (defendants) I filed objections with supporting briefs. Printcraft construes 
the defendants' objections as Rule 54 motions to disallow and therefore responds to both. 
The apparent theme of the defendants' briefs is either that the commercial 
transactions involved in this case do not provide a basis for recovery of attorney' s fees 
under Idaho Code § 12-120(3) or that no commercial transactions between Printcraft and 
the defendants ever took place. These arguments are mcritless. As discussed further 
below, the parties engaged in significant interactions within an unmistakably commercial 
context. These interactions include negotiations and discussions between Printcrafl and 
the detendants, fraudulent representations and omissions by the defendants while 
discussing commercial matters, Printcraft's decision to occupy a building based on the 
defendants' fraudulent omissions, and Printcraft's payment for septic system services 
lor, what ultimately was determined to be an improper use precipitated by the del'endnats' 
fuudullent conduct. The totality of the actions and interactions oflhe parties to this suit 
constitutes a commercial transaction upon which Printcratrs successful claim is based, 
I For purposes of this briet: any reference to "defendants" shall be to Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc., Doyle 
Beck. and K irk Woolf, the defendants ultimately fOllnd liable by the jury for damages. 
Response to lJefendants' Objections to Memorandul11 of Attorney's Fees and Costs - Page 2 
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clearly providing a basis for the mandatOl}' award of reasonable attorney's fees under § 
12-120(3). 
I. The Defendants concede Printeraft is tbe prevailing -party. 
I n its brief, SPU concedes Printcraft is the prevailing party, and Beck and Woolf 
incorporate by reference that concession in their own brief. SPU's Obj. PI.' s Claim for 
Attorney Fees at 2; Beck's and Woolfs Brief in Support of Objection to Memorandum of 
Attorney's Fees and Costs at 2. Although SPU "reserves the right to dispute Printcratrs 
status as the prevailing party" if the Court grants SPU's Motion for ./NOV or Motion for 
New Trial, for purposes of this attorney's fees issue before the COUl1, Printcraft is the 
prevailing pal1y under § 12-120(3). Those motions have since been denied by the COUl1 
in the COOl1's Memorandum Decision and Order of Motions for JNOV or New Trial 
entered April 24, 2009. Therefore, Printcraft now must only rebut the defendants' 
argument that no commercial transaction provides a basis for an award of Printcraft' s 
attorney's tees. 
II. A commercial transaction involving Printcraft, SPU, Beck, and Woolf 
is integral to tbe claims in this lawsuit. 
The defendants argue strenuously that no commercial transaction provides the 
basis for an award of Printcraft' s attorney's fees. They have f~liled, however, to show that 
the transactions that took place hetween Printcralt and the detCndants do not meet the 
definition of "commercial transaction" set forth in ~ 12-120(3). A commercial 
transaction is defined as "all transuctions except transactions for personal or household 
purposes." Idaho Code § 12-120(3)( emphasis added). Thus, unless the defendants can 
show that their transactions with Printcran were for personal or household purposes. or 
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that their commercial transactions with Printcraft do not constitute the basis on which 
Printcraft recovered, their myriad arguments must fail. 
a. Privity of contract is not required for Printeraft to reco\'er its reasonable 
attorney's fees under the commercial transaction provision of § 12-120(3). 
The defendants have devised a variety of arguments, all of which appear to be 
aimed at distorting the court's analysis of whether the parties to this action engaged 
conduct amounting to a commercial transaction. First, the defendants claim that 110 
commercial transaction exists because there is no contractual privity between Printcraft 
and the defendants with respect to I) Printcraft's ten-year lease to occupy a building 
serviced by SPU; and 2) Printcraft's status as a third-party beneficiary ofthe utility 
agreement. SPU's Briefat 3; Beck's and Woolf's Briefat 3-7. This argument is 
unsuPPol1ed by law. In this argument, the defendants seek to establish the false premise 
that Printcraft must have entered a contract directly with the defendants in order to claim 
that a commercial transaction occurred. Id. The defendants advanced similar arguments 
unsuccessfully in attempting to avoid liability for fraud by omission. 
The law in Idaho on this point is clear: Contractual privity is not a pre-requisite to 
establishing that the del'endants participated in a commercial transaction with Printcratl. 
The defendants' contractual privity argument seemingly ignores the Idaho Supreme 
Court's ruling in Blimka v. My JVeh Wholesale,: LLC. 143 Idaho 723, 152 PJd 594 
(2007). The Blimka COUli squarely addressed the issue by holding that recovery of 
attorney's fees under the commercial transaction provision of § 12-120(3) does not 
require lhat there be a contract. l3limka, 143 Idaho at 728, 152 PJd 599. Thus. the 
defendants' strained attempt to escape the application of § 12-120(3) is not supported in 
law and therefore fails. 
Response to Defendants' Objections to Memorandum of Attorney's fees and Costs Page 4 
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The similarities between Blimka and the present case are sufliciently striking to 
merit further analysis. In Bfimka, the plaintiff ananged to purchase 26,500 pairs of blue 
jeans from one of the defendants. My Web Wholesaler, LLC. In connection with the 
negotiation of the purchase, My Web Wholesaler's manager. the other defendant, made 
fraudulent representations about the blue jeans to be shipped. Upon receipt of the blue 
jeans and discovery of their non-conformity, the plaintiff rejected them, and a lawsuit 
followed. The plaintiff sued My Web Wholesaler, LLC and the manager of My Web 
Wholesaler, LLC. The plaintiff prevailed on its fraud claim as to both the LLC and its 
manager for her role in making fraudulent representations that induced the plaintilf to 
purchase the blue jeans. The court awarded the plaintiff its attorney's fees. In finding a § 
12-l20( 3) commercial transaction, the COUli commented that "l a J transaction in volvi ng 
the sale 01'26.500 pairs of jeans is not made for personal or household purposes:' 
lJlimka, 143 Idaho at 728, 152 PJd 599. The court further held that neither existence of a 
tort claim, 1101' absence oj'a contract prevents a party from receiving an award of its 
attO\11cy's lees under the commercial transaction provision of § 12-120(3). 1£1. 
The precedential applicability of Blimka is obvious. First Printcraft and the 
defendants engaged in a commercial transaction, which constitutes the basis of this 
lawsuit. Even these delendants would be hard pressed to argue that Printcran and the 
defendants' communications regarding occupancy in Sunnyside Industrial Park (ill 
which indusfrial septic service would be provided to an industrial building tenallt for 
consideration) were had for personal or household purposes. Second. as explained 
above. SPlF s determined attempt to show lack or contractual privity between itsel f and 
Printcratt is totally irrelevant and does not bar an award of attorney's fees pursuant to § 
12-120(3). 
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Third, Beck's and Woolfs claim that they did not personally participate in a 
commercial transaction with Printcraft due to absence of personal contractual priYlty also 
fails. In Blimka, the LtC manager found liable fiJr fraud did not personally enter a 
contract with the plaintiff. Nevertheless, the court found that her fraud in the commercial 
context of negotiating a business deal provided the basis for an award of attomey' s fees 
pursuant to § 12-120(3). Here, Beck's and WooIrs conduct is readily analogous to the 
LLC manager's conduct in fJlimka. Although Beck and Woolf did not personally enter 
contracts with Printcraft, they fi'auduiently omitted crucial information while negotiating 
and discussing a business proposition involving an entity with which they are directly 
afTiIiated. These negotiations and discussions ultimately induced Printcraft to occupy an 
industrial park and to agree to pay for industrial septic service provided by a co-defendant 
company owned by Beck.2 Just as the LLC manager in Blimka was held responsible, 
along with the LLC, for the plaintiffs reasonable attorney's fees, Beck and Woolf should 
be responsible, along with SPU, for Printcraffs reasonable attorney's fees. 
b. Printcraft's tort claim for fraudulent non-disclosure is grounded in a 
commercial transaction. 
The defendants argue "Printcraff s claims for fraudulent non-disclosure were not 
based upon commercial transaction and instead were hased solely in tort." SPlJ's Brief at 
15; see also SPU' s Brief at 4. Based on this analysis, SPU suggests Printcraft cannot 
avail itselfof § 12- J 20(3) simply because its successful elaim for lI'aud is a tort claim. not 
a business transaction. The defendants' argument is incorrect and is based on case law 
2 Throughout their hriefs. the defendants incorrectly suggest that lack of contractual privity between 
Printcra ft and the defendants precludes a finding that any corn mere ial transaction occurred. 
DictionarY.com defines the verb "transact" as follows: "to carr\' on or conduct business. negotiations. etc." 
It is irrefl;table thaI in their interactions with Prinlcrafl, the defendants carried on or conducted business. 
negotiations. etc. It is also irrefutable that the conduct of this business and these negotiations occun-ed 
within a commercial context. Thus, despite the defendan~s) fRae~ ~gllments aboul ;bsence of contractual 
privity, a commerciallransaclion exists here. i." 'J v () 
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the Idaho Supreme Court has expressly overruled. The defendants rely on Soward)' l: 
Rathbun, 134 Idaho 702. 8 PJd 1245 (2000), for the proposition that a claim for fraud 
cannot provide the basis for an award of attorney" s fees, even if the fraud \vas committed 
in connection \vith a commercial transaction. Sowards was decided in 2000. The Idaho 
Supreme Court decided Blimka in 2007. 
In Blimka, the court acknowledged that in the past it "denied fees under I.e. § 12-
120(3) on the commercial transaction ground either because the claim sounded in tort or 
because no contract was involved." Blimka, 143 Idaho at 728, 152 P.3d 599. However, 
"[tlhe commercial transaction ground in I.e. § 12-120(3) [does not] prohibit a fee award 
for a commercial transaction that involves tortious conduct. ... " Id. "Any previous 
holdings to the cOl1trmy are overruled." Id. (emphasis added) Sowards is thus overruled 
to the extent it implies that attorney's fees are not recoverable for successful tort claims 
arising from commercial transactions. ld. The Idaho Supreme Court has confirmed the 
rule it applied in B/imka in awarding attorney's fees in t011 claim cases arising out of 
commercial transactions in subsequent decisions. See EI'ser Electric v. Lost River 
Ballistics Technologies, Inc., 145 Idaho 912, 921. 188 PJd 854, 863 (2008); see also Lee 
v Nickerso17. 189 P.3d 467,474 (Idaho 2008). Despite the defendants' varied attempts to 
avoid application or § 12-120(3), the simple reality is that the defendants' tort occurred in 
a commercial context comprising the basis of this lawsuit. ,";ee Leftllnich v. Key Bank 
Nat'fAss'n, 141 Idaho362.369.I09P.3d 1104.1111 (2005). 
c. Printcraft's incidental violation of an administrative rule does not bar 
recovery under § 12-120(3). 
In perhaps the most clever, but erroneous argument found in the defendants' 
briefs, SPU argues, "Printcraft is not entitled to({<f'i\~Cfl)under § 12-120(3) based upon 
~ ;, .. "J J 
any alleged commercial transaction where Printcraffs O\Vll illegal conduct breached the 
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contract."' SPU's Brief at 4-5. The defendants apparently argue that because Printcraft 
\\as found by this court to have discharged certain substances into the Sunnyside septic 
system contrary to administrative rules, Printcraft cannot claim its "contract" with SPU 
Jt)!' septic service provides a "commercial transaction" basis for an award of altomey' s 
fees. This argument is flawed in at least t\\'o respects. First it assumes that a commercial 
transaction cannot exist unless there is a legal contract. Subparagraph Il.a above, and its 
citations to Blimka, clearly refute this assumption. 
Second, the defendants' argument confuses the concept of an illegal contract with 
the concept of breach of contract. In suppoli of its argument, SPU cites Farrell v. 
Whiteman, 200 P.3d 1153 (Idaho 2009), and Trees tc Kersey, 138 Idaho 3, 56 P.3d 765 
(2002), for the proposition that the court cannot award attol11ey's fees under § 12-120(3) 
based on an illegal contract. SPU's Briefat 5. Farrell and 1}'ees do not apply to this 
Court's analysis of the attorney's fees issue presently before it. Both cases involve illegal 
contracts, contracts that were illegal ab initio.J Here, the defendants inconectly argue, or 
at least insinuate, that Printcrall's discharge of substances into the Sunnyside septic 
system rendered the underlying third-party beneficiary agreement illegal. In fact, the 
third-party beneJiciary agreement was valid and legal when it was created and when 
Printcraft became a beneficiary, but this Couli found that Printcraft's subsequent 
discharge of certain substances constituted a breach ola feRal confract. This Court never 
found the underlying agreement itself to be illegal. Support for Printcrafi:'s position is 
found in Farrell, the very case cited by the defendants. III Farrell, the court held "'only 
1 In Trees. the court found that the parties entered a contract that violated the Public Works Contractors 
License Act. In Farrell. the court found that a contract for an unlicensed architect to perform architectural 
services was illegal. In both cases, the illegality that caused the contracts to be void existed In the contracts 
allite lime o/their exec/ilion. Here. no evidence in the record indicates the third-party beneficiary 
agreement was an illegal contracl. 2 0 6 0 
Response to Defendants' Objections to Memorandum of Attol1ley's Fees and Costs Page 8 
8/14 
2085299732 46 P m. 04-27-2009 
those contracts \vhich involve consideration that is expressly prohibited by the relevant 
prohibitory statute are void," F'arrelll' Whiteman. 200 PJd 1153, 1158 (Idaho 
2009}(emphasis in original removed). The detendants have failed to show forbidden or 
prohibited consideration in any agreement to "vhich Printcratl was a party or beneficiary. 
The defendants' attempt to argue that no commercial transaction exists because of an 
illegal contract fails. 
III. The court should not apportion attorney's fees based on distinct 
claims. 
The defendants urge this Court to apportion an award of attorney's fees "between 
distinct claims based upon the mixed relief recovered by the parties." SPU's Brief at 7. 
In support of this argument, the defendants cite Nguyen v /Jui. 191 PJd 1107 (Idaho C1. 
App. 2008) for the proposition that the COUli can exercise its discretion to "split the 
claims when making a determination of the award of attomey fees," SPU's Briefat 7, 
The cases cited by the defendants involve situations in which parties pursued truly 
distinct claims,4 rather than altemative legal theories in suppoli of the same basic claim. 
Here, this COUli should not apportion Printcraft's attorney's fees to the extent they were 
all reasonably incurred in obtaining relief from the defendants' wrongful conduct in the 
commercial context of Printcraft's occupancy of a building in Sunnyside Industrial Park. 
Moreover, Rule 54 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure contemplates 
apportionment of attorney's tees within the prevailing pal1y determination context Idaho 
R. Civ. P. 54(d)( 1 )(13). According to the Idaho Supreme Court, "[i111 determilling which 
party prevailed in an action where there are claims and counterclaims between opposing 
parties, the court detennines who prevailed 'in the action.' That is, the prevailing parI)' 
, For example, ill Bums \'. County of Buundar]', 120 Idaho 623 (Ct. App. 1990). the court apportioned an 
award of attorney's fees between the defendant's successful injunctive relief claim and his unsuccessful 
damages claim. 061 
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questiol1 is examined and determined/i'om al1 overall view, not a cloim-hy-cloill1 
analysis." EiKhteen Mile Ranch LLC v. Nord Excovotillg and Pavil1g, Inc., 141 Idaho 
716, 719. J 17 PJd 130, 133 (200S)(emphasis added). The defendants cannot 
demonstrate a basis for this Court to apportion Printcratl's fees because the defendants 
did not "prevail in part.") See Idaho R. Civ. P. 54 (d)(I)(B). Thus, as the overall 
prevailing party, Printcraft should be awarded its attorney's fees reasonably incllned in 
the entire case. 
IV. Pdnfcraft's claimed attorney's fees are reasonable. 
The defendants argue Printcrai't's claimed attomey's fees are unreasonable on a 
number of bases. First, SPU makes asserts that "Printcraft's requested attorney fees 
include multiple entries for attorney fees which are clearly not related in any way to this 
case ... ." SPU's Brief at II. SPU then cites various entries from Printcraft's 
Memorandum or Costs and Fees, but fails to offer any explanation of how they are 
unrelated to this case. The defendants have no evidence that the respective activities did 
not relate to the prosecution ofPrintcral1's claims. Absent any definitive showing by the 
defendants that the entries are unrelated, other than the defendant's misplaced 
supposition. does notjustify the denial of those fees. Once Beard St. Clair Gaffney PA 
substituted in for Printcratt's former counsel. all of the entries do relate to the 
representation of Printcralt in this case. If there are mis-entries prior to the substitution of 
counsel then the court may excise those entries: however. the research billed all related 
to the case decided by the jury. In fact, the costs and fees identified in Printcraffs 
< SPU prevailed 011 a breach of contract claim (111 summary judgment. but recovered only nominal damages 
($1.228.64). In view of Printcrafl's $990,000.00 damages award. SPU's insubstantial recovery for its 
breach of contract claim should have little to no bearing 011 the overall prevailing party analysis. 
Regardless, the defendants concede that Printcratl prevailed in tile litigation, 
°062 
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Memorandum were reasonably incurred in the prosecution of this case and should be 
included in this Court's award of Printcraffs reasonable attorney's fees. 
The defendants cherry pick from Prilltcraft's memorandum of attomey fees and 
take particular aim at secretarial/clerical time masquerading as paralegal time. HO\~/ever. 
the work engaged in by the paralegals is proper paralegal work. Paralegals are involved 
in managing discovery documents and ensuring the proper format of documents produced 
in response to discovery. Though the paralegals' conduct may superficially seem to be 
clerical work, there is no clear definition of clerical work provided by the defendants. 
The work perfon11ed by the paralegals in this case all related substantively to the case and 
ensured the proper delivery of documents during the course of the litigation. 
The defendants' also decry Printcraft's claims for fees related to the inspection of 
the Printcraft building. Yet. those fees \vere reasonably incurred after disputing the 
defendants' right to inspect the building. Printcraft objected to the inspection in good 
faith and reasonably opposed the defendants' requests. Once the Court ordered the 
inspection oUhe property, Printcran fully complied and had its attorneys present in order 
to protect its rights. The defendants cite no legal authority that supports their position. 
The fees were incuned and Printcratl should have those fees reimbursed by the 
ddendants. 
The defendants also argue that the hourly rates of Printcralr s attorneys are 
excessive. In support of this argument the defendants oner nothing other than a 
suggestion that the rates "set forth in the Atridavit of Lane Erickson are the prevailing 
rates in Eastern fclaho law finns." SPU's Brief at 14. Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 54 
contains no language limiting the hourly rate an attorney may bill for his or her services. 
Rule 54 only requires that the rate must be reasonable. This particular case involved 
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exceedingly complex issues. which required the legal expertise of skilled attorneys whose 
experience and qualifications are unique to this area. It is \vorth noting that while the 
defendants object to the amount of attomey's fees sought by Printcraft, the defendants' 
oyvn litigation tactics constitute a significant factor in the amount ofJegaJ fees incurred by 
Printcraft in this matter. The defendants collectively filed a total of seventeen dispositive 
motions, all of which required carefully prepared responses from Printcraft. The 
defendants clearly sought to make litigation of this case cost prohibitive for Printcraft, so 
they should not be surprised by, nor should they have a credible basis for objecting to, the 
attorney's fees Printcratl now seeks as the prevailing party. 
Finally, the defendants argue that there are discretionary costs, including expert 
witness costs, that should not be awarded. The defendants' arguments are misplaced. 
The experts retained by Printcratt were in rebuttal to the proposed expert testimony 
asserted by the defendants. The defendants themselves did not call their expert witness in 
their case in chief. The defendants' failure to call their expert obviated Printcraffs need 
to call Eric Nuttall, Robeli Starr, or any other expert witness because the defendants had 
not created an issue requiring the expert testimony. The issues Printcratt's expel1s would 
have addressed became irrelevant at that point. Thus. Printcraft incurred substantial 
expert witness Jees in order to successfully defend the defendants' claims to the point 
\vhere the defendants chose not to even put their retained expert on the stand 6 The expert 
fees should be awarded by the Court along with all other discretionary fees and costs. 
(, Printcran also draws the court's attention to the aborted negligence claim by the defendal1ls. The 
negligence claim disappeared once the defendants chose to pursue fraud claims against Printcrafl and 
Travis Waters. 206 Ii 
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CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, this Court should award Printcraft its reasonable 
attorney's fees pursuant to Idaho Code § 12-120(3). 
DATED: April 27, 2009 
2065 
Response to Defendants' Objections to Memorandum of Attomey's Fees and Costs -- Page 13 
2085299732 pm. 04-27-2009 14/14 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I cCItify I am a licensed attomey in the state of Idaho and on April 27, 
2009, [ served a true and coneet copy of the RESPONSE TO DEFENDANTS' 
OBJECTIONS TO MEMORANDUM OF ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS on the 
follo\ving by the method of delivery designated below: 
Mark Fuller 
Fuller & Carr 
PO Box 50935 
o U.S. Mail 0 Hand-delivered ~acsimile 
Idaho Falls. ID 83405-0935 
Fa,: (208) 524-7167 
Bryan Smith 
McGrath & Smith 
PO Box 50731 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-0731 
Fax: (208) 529-4166 
Bonneville County Courthouse 
605 N. Capital Avenue 
Idaho Falls. ID 83402 
Fax: (208) 529-1300 
} ~ ~ . '/ 1 4~,.cj::-.. ,~/~ 
V A.Micha~f1J.ey ---
t JeJTrey d, .... Brunson 
~ of Beard St. Clair Gaffney PA 
Attorneys for the Plaintiff 
./ 
o U.S. Mail 0 Hand-delivered t2],' Facsimile 
/ 
./' 
o U.S. Mail 0 Hand-delivered [2f Facsimile 
Response to Defendants' Objections to MemorandulTl of Attorney's Fees and Costs Page 14 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, 
Plaintiff, 
MINUTE ENTRY 
vs. Case No. CV-06-7097 
SUNNYSIDE UTILITIES, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, 
Defendant. 
On the 12th day of May, 2009, Plaintiff's motion for 
attorneys fees and Defendants' objection to request for attorneys 
fees came before the Honorable Joel E. Tingey, District Judge, in 
open court at Idaho Falls, Idaho. 
Mr. Jack Fuller l Court Reporter, and Mrs. Marlene Southwick, 
Deputy Court Clerk, were present. 
Mr. Michael Gaffney and Mr. John Avondet appeared on behalf 
of the Plaintiff. 
Mr. Mark Fuller and Mr. Dan Beck appeared on behalf of the 
Defendant. 
Mr. Bryan Smith appeared on behalf of Defendant Doyle Beck 
and Kirk Woolf. 
Mr. Gaffney presented Plaintiff's motion for attorneys fees. 
Mr. Beck addressed the Court in opposition to the motion for 
attorneys fees. Mr. Smith presented argument in opposition to 
the motion. Mr. Gaffney presented rebuttal argument. 
2067 
The Court will take the matter under advisement and issue an 
opinion as soon as possible. 
Mr. Smith presented Defendants' motion to compel Plaintiff 
to comply with protective order and return of information. Mr. 
Gaffney addressed the Court in opposition to the motion. 
The Court granted the motion and will require the materials 
to be returned. 
Court was thus adjourned. 
H:cv067097.19mo 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the I~~~ay of May, 2009, I 
caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing document to 
be delivered to the following: 
Michael Gaffney 
John Avondet 
Jeff Brunson 
2105 Coronado Street 
Idaho Falls, ID 83404-7495 
Mark R. Fuller 
Dan Beck 
PO Box 50935 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405 
Bryan Smith 
PO Box 50731 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405 
RONALD LONGMORE 
Deputy Court Clerk 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., an Idaho 
corporation, 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, SUNNYSIDE PARK 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., an Idaho 
corporation, and SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL 
& PROFESSIONAL PARK, L.L.C., an Idaho 
limited liability company, DOYLE BECK, an 
individual, and KIRK WOOLF, an individual, 
Defendants, 
Case No. CV-06-7097 
ORDER ON PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR 
COSTS AND ATTORNEY FEES 
This matter has come before the Court upon Plaintiffs motion for costs and 
attorney fees as against Defendants Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc., Doyle Beck, and Kirk 
Woolf. 
ANALYSIS 
Printcraft seeks an award of costs pursuant to Rule 54, I.R.C.P. and an award of 
attorney fees pursuant to I. C. § 12-120(3). Section 12-120(3) allows for an award of 
attorney fees in actions "to recover on an open account, account stated, note, bill, 
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negotiable instrument, guaranty, or contract relating to the purchase or sale of goods, 
wares, merchandise, or services and in any commercial transaction ... ". 
In considering a motion for costs and fees, the Court is granted broad discretion in 
detern1ining a prevailing party. Rule 54(d)(l)(B) provides as follows: 
In detern1ining which party to an action is a prevailing party and 
entitled to costs, the trial court shall in its sound discretion consider the 
final judgment or result of the action in relation to the relief sought by the 
respective parties. The trial court in its sound discretion may determine 
that a party to an action prevailed in pmi and did not prevail in part, and 
upon so finding may apportion the costs between and among the parties in 
a fair and equitable manner after considering all of the issues and claims 
involved in the action and the resultant judgment or judgments obtained. 
The Court has considered the claims made in this matter, the progress of the 
litigation, and the ultimate outcome. The Court finds that Plaintiff is the prevailing party 
in this matter and is entitled to an award of costs as a matter of right (Rule 54( d)(l )(C)) 
in the amount of$16,192.85, as against Defendant Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc. This 
amount does not include the claimed cost of mediation expenses. Of the amount 
awarded, Defendants Beck and Woolf are jointly liable for $12,746.23, which are costs 
incurred after Beck m1d Woolf were made Parties to the action. 
As to Plaintiff's claim for discretionary costs under Rule 54(d)(l)(D), the COUli 
finds that the costs claimed were not exceptional costs which in the interest of justice 
should be awarded against the Defendm1ts. 
Plaintiff argues that its claim was based on a commercial transaction and therefore, 
attorney fees under § 12-120(3) are required. The Idaho Supreme Court has previously held that 
in order to base an award of attorney fees on a commercial transaction, the transaction must be 
integral to the claims: 
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This Court has previously recognized, however, that an "award 
of attorneys' fees is not warranted [under I.C. § 12-120(3)] every time a 
commercial transaction is remotely connected with the case." Bro·wer, 
117 Idaho at 784, 792 P.2d at 349. The commercial transaction must 
be integral to the plaintiff's claims and constitute the basis upon which 
the plaintiff is attempting to recover. 
Sun Valley Hot springs Ranch v. Kelsey, 131 Idaho 657, 663, 962 P.2d 1041 (1998). See 
also Blimka v. My "Veb Wholesaler, LLC, 152 P.3d 594, 143 Idaho 723 (2007) .. 
Other decisions talk in terms of whether the contract or commercial transaction 
was the "gravamen" of the lawsuit. Dennet v. Kuenzli, 130 Idaho 21, 936 P.2d 219 
(1997); Cox v. Clayton, 137 Idaho 492, 50 P.3d 987 (2002); In re University Place/Idaho 
Water Center Project, 146 Idaho 527, 199 P.3d 102 (2008). 
The Parties dispute whether there was a sufficient contractual relationship or 
commercial transaction between the Parties to permit the application of § 12-120(3). With 
regard to a contract or commercial transaction relating to the collection of Printcraft' s 
sewage, it appears to the Court that Plaintiff's claim did not arise from that commercial 
transaction, but rather that commercial transaction arose from Plaintiff's claim i.e., the 
tortuous nondisclosures. It is also worth noting that as to Plaintiff's commercial 
transaction in leasing the premises, such a transaction was not with any Defendant. 
Furthermore, Plaintiff did not prevail on the breach of contract claims. 
In any event, based upon Plaintiff's claims and recovery for fraud by 
nondisclosure, the Court finds that any alleged contract or commercial transaction was 
not the gravamen of the lawsuit. See e.g. Sowards v. Rathbun, 134 Idaho 702, 8 P.3d 
1245 (2000), wherein the Supreme Court held that despite a purchase and sale agreement 
between the parties, the suit was based upon a tort claim of fraud rather than a contractual 
agreement or commercial transaction, and therefore § 12-120(3) could not be the basis for 
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an award of attorney fees. Accordingly, the Court finds in this case that attorney fees are 
not awardable wlder § 12-120(3). Additionally, while Plaintiff prevailed against the 
counterclaims for nuisance and trespass, Plaintiff has cited no authority for an award of 
attorney fees for prevailing on those claims. 
CONCLUSION AND ORDER 
Based on the record and the foregoing analysis, Printcraft's motion for costs is 
granted, and Printcraft shall be awarded costs in the amount of$16,192.85. Printcraft's 
motion for attorney fees is denied. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
Dated this day of May, 2009. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this day of May, 2009, I did send a true and correct copy of 
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ORDER ON MOTION TO COMPEL PLAINTIFF TO COMPLY WITH PROTECTIVE ORDER - Page 1 
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THIS MATTER comes before the Comi upon Defendants' Motion to Compel 
Plaintiff to Comply with Protective Order; the defendants, Doyle Beck and Kirk Woo1t~ 
appearing by and through counsel of record Bryan D. Smith, Esq., of the firm of Smith, 
Driscoll & Associates, PLLC; and defendants, Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc, SmU1yside 
Industrial and Professional Park, LLC, and Sunnyside Park Owners Association, Inc., 
appearing by and through counsel of record Mark Fuller, Esq., of the firm of Fuller and 
Carr, and plaintifT, Printcraft Press, Inc., appearing by and through counsel of record 
Michael Gaffney, Esq and John M. Avondet, Esq., of the firm of Beard St. Clair Gaffney; 
and the court having considered the briefing and arguments of counsel; 
NOW, WHEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Motion to Compel 
Plaintiff to Comply with Protective Order is GRANTED and the court further orders that 
all parties return all original and copies of all personal financial information disclosed 
during this case to the parties or parties who disclosed the same during this case. 
DATED this -'--'-- day of May, 2009. 
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NOTICE OF - 1 
entitled action on the 31st day of March, 2009, the Memorandum 
Decision and Order ng the Defendant's ["'lotions for JNOV and 
New Trial entered In +-' L.ne above entitled action on the 23 day of 
20 CJ 9 , and the of Costs ente ]\1ay 13, 2009, 
Ie Joel E. Tingey, presiding. 
2. That appellant has a right to appeal to the Idaho 
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llant intends to assert on appeal, but such list of issues 
shall not 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
appellant from assert other issues on appeal: 
d the Court err as a matter of law in 
dete that ide Park Utilities, I . had a 
duty to dis ose 0 Printcraft? 
Did he Court t reversible error refus 
to instruct the ury pursuant to Sunnyside's ed 
Instruction No. 16 r regarding the Court's 
Pretrial r that Printcraft could have no claim 
for s resulting from the disconnection of the 
selver system? 
Did the Court comIni t revers e error refus 
to nstruct the jury uant to Sunnys , s sed 
Jury Instruction No. 31 regarding the existence and 
effect of a settlement agreement between the parties? 
Did the Court commit reversible error refusing 
to instruct the jury pursuant to 
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ide's Proposed 
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Instruction No. 34 rega ng independent 
intervening cause? 
e. Did the Court commit revers Ie error refusing 
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Printcraft's waste? 
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l'l. d the Court err in awa costs to Respondent? 
4. No order has been entered sealing all or any portion of 
the record. 
5. Appellant requests the star;da::::-d reporter's trar;script 
in accordance with I.A.R. 25 (c) . In tion, the 
llant requests preparation the fol ng additional 
portions of the transcript: 
a. The conference on re sted instructions, the 
obj ectior;s of the parties to the instructions, and 
the court's ings thereon. 
b. statements of counsel. 
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jury. 
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a. Tha a copy of this Notice of Appeal has been 
served on each reporter of whom a traBscr has been 
requested as named below, at the address set out on 
the Certif cate of Se ce below; 
b. That the Clerk of the strict Court has been paid 
the estimated fee of $200.00 for preparation of the 
report r's ranscript pursuant to IAR 24(b); 
c. That the est ed fee of $100.00 for preparation 
of the Clerk's record has been paid pursuant to IAR 
27(c); 
d. That the appellate fi ing fee of $101.00 has been 
paid suant to IAR 23(a)(1); and 
e. That service has been made upon all parties 
requ red to be served pursuant to Rule 20, I.A.R. 
DATED this day of , 2009. 
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Mark R. FuLler 
Attorney for llant -
Sunnyside Park Util ies, Inc. 
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Telephone: (208) 524-0731 
Telefax: (208) 529-4166 
Attorneys for Defendants, Doyle Beck, 
and Kirk Woolf 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, 
Plaintift~ 
v. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., 
An Idaho corporation, SUNNYSIDE PARK 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., an Idaho 
corporation, SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL 
AND PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, an 
Idaho limited liability corporation, DOYLE 
BECK, an individual, and KIRK WOOLF, 
an individual, 
Defendants. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, and SUNNYSIDE 
INDUSTRIAL AND PROFESSIONAL 
PARK, LLC, an Idaho limited liability 
Corporation, DOYLE BECK, an individual, 
and KIRK WOOLF, an individual, 
Counterclaimants, 
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v. ) 
) 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., 311 ) 
Idaho corporation, and TRAVIS WATERS, ) 
an individuaL ) 
) 
Counter-defendants. ) 
TO THE ABOVE NAMED PLAINTIFF/RESPONDENT, PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., 
AND ITS ATTORNEYS, MICHAEL D. GAFFNEY, ESQ., AND THE FIRM BEARD 
ST. CLAIR, 2105 CORONADO STREET, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 83404, AND TO 
THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT: 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. The above-named defendants, DOYLE BECK and KIRK WOOLF, appeal 
from the Judgment Upon Verdict entered March 31, 2009, the Memorandum Decision And 
Order on Motions For JNOV or New Trial entered April 23, 2009, and Judgment of Costs 
entered May 13,2009, Joel E. Tingey, District Judge, presiding. 
2. Defendants have the right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the 
memoranda, decisions, orders, and judgment described in paragraph 1 above are subject to 
appeal pursuant to Rule 11 (a), Idaho Appellate Rules. 
3. The issues which the defendants, Doyle Beck and Kirk Wool1~ intend to assert 
on appeal are the following: 
a. Did the district court commit reversible error in denying defendants' 
JNOV motion that defendants owed no duty of disclosure under Counts 3, 4, and 5 of 
Printcraft's Third Amended Complaint? 
b. Did the district court commit reversible error in denying defendants' 
JNOV motion regarding damages? 
c. Did the district court commit reversible error in denying defendants' 
JNOV motion regarding a settlement agreement? 
NOTICE OF APPEAL - 2 
F:\CLlENTS\BDS\796S\Pleadings\076.Noticc of Appeal.doc 
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d. Did the district court commit reversible error by giving Jury Instruction 
No. 26 in a modified and limited form rather than the district court's actual pretrial ruling on 
summary judgment that had become law of the case? 
e. Did the district court commit reversible error by giving Jury Instruction 
No. 26, which omittcd the sentence: "No claim may be based on the termination of that 
connection" where the courfs Proposed Jury Instruction No. 26, presented to counsel during 
the jury instruction conference, contained such a sentence and the district court ordered 
Proposed Jury Instruction No. 26 to be given with such a sentence included? 
f. Did the district court commit reversible error by refusing to instruct the 
jury pursuant to Proposed Jury Instruction No. 16, regarding the district court's pretrial order 
that plaintiiT could have no claim for damages resulting from the disconnection of the sewer 
system? 
g. Did the district court commit reversible error by refusing to instruct the 
jury pursuant to Proposed Jury Instruction No. 31 regarding the existence and dIect of a 
settlement agreement between the parties? 
h. Did the district court commit reversible error by refusing to instruct the 
jury pursuant to Proposed Jury Instruction No. 34 regarding independent intervening cause? 
1. Did the district court commit reversible error by refusing to instruct the 
jury pursuant to Proposed Jury Instructions Nos. 38-42 regarding the district court's 
interlocutory orders that became law of the case? 
J. Did the district court commit reversible error in refusing to grant a new 
trial based on excessive damages? 
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k. Was there substantial and competent evidence at trial to establish falsity 
of the alleged nondisclosures? 
4. There has been no order entered sealing any portion of the record in this case. 
5. The defendants request the standard reporter's transcript in accordance with 
l.A.R. 25( c) and preparation of the following additional portions of the transcript: 
a. The entire jury instruction conference including the objections of the 
parties to the jury instructions and the court's rulings on the proposed jury instructions; 
b. Opening statements of counsel; and 
c. Jury instructions verbally given by the court to the jury. 
6. The defendants request the following documents to be included in the clerk's 
record in addition to those automatically included under Rule 28, Idaho Appellate Rules: 
a. All jury instructions given by the court; 
b. All jury instructions proposed by the court; 
c. All defendant Kirk Woolfs requested jury instructions dated February 
17,2009; 
d. All defendant Doyle Beck's requested jury instructions dated February 
17,2009; 
e. Defendants Doyle Beck and Kirk Woolfs objections to plaintiffs 
proposed jury instructions dated February 24, 2009; 
f. Defendant Doyle Beck's requested supplemental jury instructions dated 
February 24, 2009; 
g. Defendant Kirk Woolfs requested supplemental jury instructions dated 
February 24,2009; 
NOTICE OF APPEAL - 4 
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h. The Affidavit of Bryan D. Smith with attachments dated April 13, 
2009. 
7. I certify: 
(a) That a copy of this Notice of Appeal has been served on the reporter, 
and defendants have paid the estimated fee of $200 pursuant to LA.R. 24(b) for 
preparation of the reporter's transcript; 
(b) That defendants have paid the clerk of the district court the estimated 
fee 01'$100 pursuant to LA.R. 27(c) for preparation of the clerk's record; 
(c) That defendants have paid the appellate filing fee; and 
Cd) That defendants have made service upon all parties required to be 
served pursuant to Rule 20, Idaho Appellate Rules. 
DATED this 111,(day of May, 2009. 
SMITH, DRISCOLL & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
Attorneys for Defendants! Appellants 
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Michael Gaffney 
Defendant 
Plaintiff 
5-19-09 
Was District Court Reporter's Transcript requested? 
If so, name of reporter: 
yes 
Yes 
lack Fuller 
Dated: June 1, 2009 
CLERK'S CERTlFICATE OF APPEAL - 1 101 r, (~ r: 
~'" \.J \..) v 
RONALD LONGMORE 
By: 
CLEHK'S CERTIFICATE OF APPEAL 2 
Michael D. Gaffney, ISB No. 3558 
Jeffrey D. Brunson, ISB No. 6996 
BEARD ST. CLAIR GAFFNEY PA 
2105 Coronado Street 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83404-7495 
Telephone: (208) 523-5171 
Facsimile: (208) 529-9732 
Email: gaffney@beardstclair.com 
jeff@beardstclair.com 
Attorneys for Printcraft Press, Inc. 
DISTRICT COURT SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
BONNEVILLE COUNTY IDAHO 
PRlNTCRAFT PRESS, INC. an Idaho 
corporation, TRAVIS WATERS, an 
individual, 
Pia inti tI/C ounterdefendant/Respondent/Cro 
ss-AppeUant, 
vs. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an 
Idaho corporation. SUNNYSIDE PARK 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, and SUNNYSIDE 
INDUSTRIAL AND PROFESSIONAL 
PARK, LLC, an Idaho limited liability 
company, DOYLE BECK, an individual, 
KIRK WOOLF, an individual, 
Defendants/Counterclaimantsl Appellants/C 
ross-Respondents. 
Case No.: CV-06-7097 
NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL 
Fee Category T: $101.00 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED CROSS-RESPONDENTS, SUNNYSIDE PARK 
UTILITIES, INC., DOYLE BECK, AND KIRK WOOLF, AND THE PARTIES' 
ATTORNEYS, MARK R. FULLER, 310 MEMORIAL DR., SUITE 201, PO BOX 
50935, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 83405, ~{~YAN SMITH, 414 SHOUP 
~.., U v , 
AVENUE, PO BOX 50731, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 83405, AND THE CLERK OF 
THE ABOVE ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. The above named cross-appellant, Printcraft Press, Inc., cross-appeals against the 
above named cross-respondents to the Idaho Supreme Court from the Memorandum 
Decision and Order, dated August 31, 2007, the Court's oral ruling from the bench during 
trial on the issue of Punitive Damages, and the Order on Plaintiff's Motion for Costs and 
Attorney Fees, dated May 13,2009, entered in the above entitled action, the Honorable 
Joel E. Tingey, presiding. 
2. Printcraft Press, Inc. has a right to cross-appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court and 
the orders from which this cross-appeal is taken is appealable pursuant to Idaho Appellate 
Rule 11(a)(l). 
3. The issues raised on this cross-appeal are as follows: 
a. Whether the district court erred by granting summary judgment on 
Printcraft Press, Inc's breach of contract claims; 
b. If Sowards v. Rathbun, 134 Idaho 702, 8 P.3d 1245 (2000), controls in this 
case, the district court partially erred in the application of the Sowards 
elements; 
c. Whether the district court erred by not vacating its order granting 
summary judgment on August 31,2007, when evidence elicited by the 
defendants at trial generated a triable issue of fact; 
d. Whether the district court abused its discretion in its evidentiary rulings 
regarding Brian Powell, Kellye Eager, and Greg Eager; 
e. Whether the district court abused its discretion in ordering that Printcraft 
Press, Inc. could not present wP4tty~damages to the jury; and, 
i.,\..JvO 
f. Whether the district court abused its discretion in denying Printcraft Press, 
Inc.'s motion for attol11ey fees under Idaho Code § 12-120(3). 
4. In addition to the standard transcript requested by the appellants, the cross-
appellant requests the preparation of the following portions of the reporters transcript: 
a. A transcript of the post-trial hearing held in this matter on May 12,2009; 
b. A transcript ofthe hearing held in this matter on July 8. 2008; 
c. A transcript of the summary judgment hearing held in this matter on 
August 16,2007. 
5. The cross-appellant requests the following documents be included in the clerk's 
record in addition to those automatically included under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate 
Rules and those designated by the appellant in the initial notice of appeal: 
a. Affidavit of Luke Boyle dated August 2,2007; 
b. Affidavit of Lane V. Erickson dated August 2,2007; 
c. Plaintiff's Memorandum in Response to Defendants' Motions for 
Summary Judgment dated August 2. 2007; 
d. Affidavit of Travis Waters dated August 2, 2007; 
e. Affidavit of Lawry Wilde dated August 2, 2007; 
f. Order re: Motions Argued August 16,2007 dated August 27,2007; 
g. Memorandum Decision and order dated August 31, 2007; 
h. Plaintiffs Motion to Amend Pursuant to Rule 15(a) dated April 2, 2008; 
1. Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Motion to Amend (Rule 15(a)) 
dated April 2, 2008; 
J. Affidavit of Counsel dated April 2, 2008; 
k. Plaintiffs Motion to Strike Affidavit of Doyle Beck dated April 2, 2008; 
,"'\ 0 l' 0 ~""\. JV 
1. Plaintiff s Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff s Motion to Strike 
Affidavit of Doyle Beck dated April 2, 2008; 
m. Plaintiffs reply Memoranuum in SuppOli of its Motion to Amend dated 
April 11,2008; 
n. Affidavit of Counsel dated April 11, 2008; 
o. Plaintiffs Motion to Amend to Allege Punitive Damages dated April 24, 
2008; 
p. Plaintiffs Memorandum in Support of Motion to Amend to Allege 
Punitive Damages dated April 24, 2008; 
q. Plaintiffs Motion for Reconsideration (Rule 11 (A)(2)(B)), dated April 24, 
2008; 
r. Plaintiff's Memorandum in Support of Motion for Reconsideration (Rule 
11(A)(2)(B», dated April 24,2008; 
s. At11davit of H. Eric Nuttall, dated April 24, 2008; 
1. Af1ldavit of Robeli C. StalT, dated April 24, 2008; 
u. Plaintiff's Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion to Amend to Allege 
Punitive Damages dated May 6, 2008; 
v. Order on Motion to Amend dated May 15,2008; 
w. At11davit of Jeffrey D. Brunson, dated May 12, 2008; 
x. Transcript received by FAX Deposition of Kellye Eager, dated May 12, 
2008; 
y. Printcraft Press, Inc.' s Motion to Amend to Allege Punitive Damages 
Against Doyle Beck and Kirk Woolf dated May 29, 2008; 
z. Order dated June 5, 2008; 
aa. Affidavit of Counsel, dated December 23, 2008; 
bb.Aftidavit of Counsel, dated December 31,2008; 
cc. Affidavit of Counsel, dated February 3, 2009; 
dd. Plaintiffs Objections to Defendants' Proposed Jury Instructions dated 
February 25, 2009 
ee. Brief in Opposition to Plaintiff s Motion to Amend to Allege Punitive 
Damages Against Doyle Beck and Kirk Woolf dated June 30, 2008; 
ff. Objection to Defendants' Motions for JNOV, New TriaL and Directed 
Verdict dated March 27, 2009; 
gg.Affidavit of Lane V. Erickson in Support of Attorney Fees and Costs 
dated March 30, 2009; 
hh.Memorandum of Law RE: Award of Attorney's Fees dated March 30, 
2009; 
11. Affidavit of Counsel and Memorandum of Attorney Fees and Costs dated 
March 30, 2009; 
JJ. Memorandum Decision and Order on Motion for Directed Verdict dated 
March 31, 2009; 
kk. Preliminary Order on Motion for JNOV dated March 31, 2009; 
II. Memorandum in Opposition to Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the 
Verdict and Alternative Motion for New Trial dated April 2, 2009; 
mm. Memorandum Decision and Order on Motions for JNOV or New Trial 
dated April 24, 2009; 
nn. Response to Defendants' Objections to Memorandum of Attorney's Fees 
and Costs dated April 28, 2009; 
oo.Order on Plaintiff's Motion for Costs and Attorney's Fees dated May l3, 
2009; 
pp.All of Printcraft Press, Inc. 's Proposed Jury Instructions 1 through 28, 
submitted February 17,2009. 
6. I certify: 
a. That a copy of this notice of cross-appeal and any request for additional 
transcript have been served on each reporter of whom an additional 
transcript has been requested as names below at the address set out on the 
Celiificate of Service; 
b. That the clerk of the district court has been paid the estimated fee for 
preparation of the reporter's transcript and any additional documents 
requested in the cross-appeal; 
c. ;;Alat service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant 
/ 
9 
I /~ 
}11cMe /. tney 'T~ ~ // 
Jdfrey D nson 
mil e ar. St. Clair. GatTney PAl 
Attorn/ys for Printcraft Pressj1nc. 
f / 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify I am a licensed attorney in the state of Idaho and on Jun~ 
2009, I served a true and correct copy of the NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL on the 
following by the method of delivery designated below: 
Mark Fuller 
Fuller & CalT 
PO Box 50935 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-0935 
Fax: (208) 524-7167 
Bryan Smith 
McGrath & Smith 
PO Box 50731 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-0731 
Fax: (208) 529-4166 
Jack Fuller 
Court Reporter 
Bonneville County Courthouse 
605 N. Capital Avenue 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 
I 
o U.S. Mail Hand-delivered ~cSimile 
-----" o U.S. Mail 0 Hand-delivere~csimile 
OF' '1 aCSlml e 
o U.S. Mail ~:and-delivered o Facsimile 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant/Respondent/ 
Cross Appellant, 
vs. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, 
INC., an Idaho corporation, SUNNYSIDE 
PARK OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
an Idaho corporation, SUNNYSIDE 
INDUSTRIAL AND PROFESSIONAL 
PARK LLC, an Idaho Limited Liability 
corporation, DOYLE BECK, an individual, 
and KIRK \VOOLF, an individuaL 
Defendants/Counterclaimantsi Appellants! 
Cross-Respondents. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE 
OF CROSS APPEAL 
Case No. CV 2006-7097 
Docket No. 
Appea! from: Seventh Judicial District, Bonneville County 
Honorable Joel E. Tingey, District Judge, presiding. 
Case number from COUli: CV -2006-7097 
Order or Judgment appealed from: Memorandum Decision and Order entered, 8-31-07, the cOUlis oral 
ruling fr0111 bench during trial on the issue of Punitive Damages, and order on Plaintiff's Motion for costs 
and attorney Fees, dated 5-13-09 
Attorney for Defendants!Counterclaimants/ 
Appellants/Cross-Respondents: 
Attorney for Plaintiff/Counterdefendantl 
Respondent/Cross Appellant: 
Appealed by: 
Appealed against: 
Notice of Appeal Filed: 
Appellate Fee Paid: 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF APPEAL - 1 
Bryan Smith/Mark Fuller 
Michael Gaffney 
Defendant 
Plaintiff 
5-19-09 
yes 
Was District Court RepOlier's Transcript requested? 
If so, name of reporter: 
Dated: June 10,2009 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF APPEAL - 2 
Yes 
Jack Fuller 
In the Supreme Court of the State of Idaho 
PRlNTCRAFT PRESS, INC., 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
v. 
DOYLE BECK, an individual, and KIRK 
WOOLF, an individual, 
Defendants-Appellants, 
and 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
SlTNN'YSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an ) 
Idaho corporation, SlJN1'.<'YSIDE PARK ) 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., an Idaho ) 
corporation, and SUNNYSIDE I1\TDUSTRIAL ) 
AND PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, an ) 
Idaho limited liability corporation, ) 
Defendants. 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
v. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, 
Defendant-Appellant, 
and 
SlJNNYSIDE PARK OWNERS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., an Idaho corporation, 
and SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL & 
PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, an Idaho 
limited liability company, DOYLE BEKC, an 
individual and KIRK WOOLF, an individual, 
Defendants. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
ORDER AUGMENTING APPEALS 
Supreme Court Docket No. 36556-2009 
Bonneville County Docket No. 2006-7097 
Supreme Court Docket No. 36567-2009 
Bonneville County Docket No. 2006-7097 
o'l1C· C' 
...,.J.. 0 
ORDER AUGMENTING APPEALS - DOCKET NO. 36556 & 36567 
It appearing that these appeals should be consolidated for all purposes for reasons of 
judicial economy; therefore, good cause appearing, 
IT HEREBY IS ORDERED that appeal No. 36556 and 36567 shall be 
CONSOLIDATED FOR ALL PURPOSES under No. 36556, but all documents filed shall bear 
both docket numbers. 
IT Fl}RTHER IS ORDERED that the District Court Clerk shall prepare a CLERK'S RECORD, 
which shall include the documents requested in the Notices of Appeal, together with a copy of this 
Order. 
IT FURTHER IS ORDERED that the District Court Rep0l1er shall prepare a 
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT, \vhich shall include the transcripts requested in the Notices of 
Appeal. 
DATED this / fA day of June 2009. 
cc: Counsel of Record 
District Court Clerk 
District Court Reporter 
F flhe Supreme C.OUft 
))~~r Stephen W. enyon, Clerk 
.j 1 C '7 !~ .. 1. 
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SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILI IES, INC. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC. , an 
Idaho corpcration, 
iff/Re /Cross-
llant, 
v. 
SUNNYS DE PARK UTILITIES, 
INC., an Idaho corporation, 
SUNNYSIDE PARK OWNERS 
]:\SSOCIATION, 
corpora ion, 
INC. , an Idaho 
SUNNYSIDE 
AND PROFESSIONAL 
an Idaho limited 
corporation, DOYLE 
indi vidual, and KIRK 
individual. 
NDUSTRIAL 
PARK, LLC, 
liability 
BECK, an 
v1)QOLF, an 
Defendants llants/Cross-
Re nts. 
Case No. CV-06 709 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL RECORD 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED CROSS-APPELLANT AND THE PARTY'S ATTORNEY, 
MICHAEL GAFFNEY, AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Sunnys de Park Utili t es, Inc., 
ICNl-\.1 
2108 
c 5S spc ill -e i tIed pr hereb 
e ::: 1'\]=\ , irlcl s of Lhe fo 9 
III a he in adeli t i req~: eo ~ 
A?, ~he Notice of a1 2 t N i e 
a 
1 rk's Record: 
2. Notice of Filing Discove y, filed ~1a'i 1 , o 
wh ch are attached P aintiff's Response to Defendant's Request for 
ssions, PIa ntiff's Response to Defendant's First Se of 
Interrogatories and Exce s of the Printcraft ress sit on 
and a ached exhibits. 
b. Orde ing St lation f Entry of Partial 
Summary fi ed 1 25, 2007. 
c. Defendant Sunnyside Indust ial and Professional 
Park's Motion r Summary fi ed July 200 . 
d. B ief Filed in Support of Defendant Sunnyside 
Industrial and Professiona Park's J:v10tion for Sumrnary 
filed July 19, 007. 
e. Affidavit of Kirk Woolf, filed July 9, 200 7 . 
f. Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc.' s LvJotion for Surn..'1l.ary 
J u d gm en t , f i 1 e d J u 1 Y 1 9 , 2 0 0 7 . 
d. Brief Fi ed in rt of Defendant ide Park 
Utilities' t10t on for Surnrnary , filed July 19, 200 . 
e. Affidavit of Do e Beck, filed July 19, 00 
Notice of Fili Exce s of sition, f ed July 
21cn 
o 
~/SlGe Park rs scciation's 
~il 1 1 , o 
h. rt of De nt S 2ar~ 
s l\.ssociation's J'vl0 ion for SUrru'11a2~y t, f ed ,-iuly 19, 
200 
l. of S ide Park Utilities to Plaintiff's 
rV!ernorandum in Response to J'vlotion for SUfill'11ary +-L, filed 
st 10, 2007. 
ly of Sunnys and Industrial and Professional 
Park to Pr tcraft's Memorandum in Re se to ]\1otion for Summary 
filed st 10, 2007. 
~. Y of Sunnyside Park Owne s Association to 
Plaint f 's Iv'jemorandum in Response to J'vlot on for Summary 
led st 10, 2007. 
Ob ection Motion to Amend, fi ed l 8, 2008. 
m. Objection to Pla ff's Motion to Strike Aff davit 
o e Beck, filed il 8, 2008. 
n. SPU's and SIPP's sit ion to ~lotion to Arnend to 
Al Punitive Damages, filed May 1, 2008. 
o. l\.ffi of rk ~\Joo f in sition to 
lain iff's !'c1otion to Amend to Allege Punitive Damages, i led 1'1ay 
1, 2008. 
p. }\ffidavi t of r"lar k Ful er sition of 
Plaint ff' s t~lotion to Amend to Allege Punitive Damages, 1 y 
FOF 
.. .1. r 
I.' 
0Jot~vi t 
fi ed 
filed 
r S 
s fi 
j\ffi f 
al SUTlITlar 
r S Sespor:se 
l:ltl Lv\..; .. 
Re: Da~nages, 
P 2.l 
eel Decerr~ber 8, 
s. idavit of Bryan D. th, filed January 
t. Motion for New Tria , fil tv1arCf1 19 f o 9. 
s 
08. 
20 
u. fendants Beck and Wool's Iv;otion to Reconsider 
I.' Directed Ve ct, fi ed March 9, 2009. 
v. Defendants Beck and \rJoolf's MOLion fo 
ng the Verd filed ['larch 19, 009. 
fendants Beck and Woolf's Motion for New ia1, 
March 19, 2009. 
x. tVlotion for NotvJi thst the Ve 
March 19, 2009. 
y. Brief in rt of [elotion for nt 
Notwi hstanding the Verdict or, in the Alternative, Motion fo New 
r ai, filed March 19, 2009. 
z. Motion for nt Notwithstanding the Verdict and 
Alternative Motion for New Trial, fi ed March 1 r 009. 
aa. ly to Printcraft's Memorandum in sition to 
J:vlo::.ion for nt NotvJi thstand the Verdict and Al terna ti ve 
Motion for New Trial and Waiver of Oral filed il 8, 
2009. 
bb. Objection to Plaintiff's Claim for Attorney Fees 
sts, £i eel ril 3, 00 
e nts Be 2no 
A 0 Ge -'s Fees a Cos s, l 
d.d. e t um T l~-=t rn.e '3 t'ees 2 
C s Sf fi r 09. 
ee. Brie in :::, rt of Ob ection to [vlemorandum of 
At orney's Fees and Cos s, filed rill, 2009. 
ff. D. Smi h, filed ril 3, 009. 
gg. Brief to Printcraft's ]vlemorandum in 
sit ion 0 Mo ion for Notwithstanding the Ve ct and 
Alternative Motion for New Trial, filed ril 3, 2009. 
hh. Reply to Plaintiff's Response o Defendants' 
Objections to Memorandum of Attorney's Fees and Costs, iled May 
5, 2009. 
ii. Br ef Filed to Plaintiff's Response to 
Defendants' ection to Request for Attorney's Fees and Costs, 
filed May 6, 2009 
2. I certify that a copy of this Request for Aciditiona1 
cord has been served upon the Clerk of the strict Cou and 
upon all parties required to be served pursuan to Idaho 11ar.e 
Rule 20. 
DATED this day of June, 2009. 
r 
Attorney for Cross-Re 
Sunnys de Park Utilities, Inc. 
""'1 -1 I) 
:"';'J...1.,-, 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
- ~ ~ -,""""" .,.......,......., 
_ ~~t<,Lb ~ I served a ~rue c rre L cop· 
:0 i eaciing o:'C d.oc __ t 
t lS 
Occurrent Served: 
At orneys Served: 
Michael D. Gaffney, Esq. 
BEARD ST. CLAIR 
2 05 Coronado Street 
Idaho Falls, 10 83404 
Bryan Smith 
da 
SM TH, DRISCOLL & ASSOCIATES 
.0. Box 50731 
daho Falls, ID 8340 0731 
Fax: 529-4166 
Court Clerk 
l'ittn: Ivlarlene 
y Courthouse 
o 83402 
~ 9 : e, L 
EST FOR ADDITIONAL 
----
----
FULLER 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimi e 
Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimi e 
Hand De ivery 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimile 
Band Delivery 
FOE T ONI~L 
s s-:sd. 
MARK R. FULLER (ISB No. 2698) 
DANIEL R. BECK (ISB No. 7237) 
FULLER & CARR 
410 MErvroRIAL DRIVE, SUITE 201 
P . O. Box 5 0 93 5 
Im\HO FALLS, 10 83405-0935 
TELEPHONE: (208) 524-5400 
l"; , 
ATTORNEY FOR CRoss-RESPONDENT SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC. 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, 
Idaho corporation, 
INC. , 
P1aintiff/Respondent/Cross-
Appellant, 
v. 
an ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
PARK UTILITIES, 
Idaho corporation, 
SUNNYSIDE 
INC., an 
SUNNYSIDE 
ASSOCIATION, 
corporation, 
INDUSTRIAL 
PARK OWNERS 
INC., an Idaho 
SUNNYSIDE 
PROFESSIONAL AND 
an Idaho limited 
corporation, DOYLE 
individual, and KIRK 
individual. 
PARK, LLC, 
liability 
BECK, an 
WOOLF, an 
Defendants/Appellants/Cross-
Respondents. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Case No. CV-06-7097 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL RECORD 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED CROSS-APPELLANT AND THE PARTY'S ATTORNEY, 
MICHAEL GAFFNEY, AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that Sunnyside Park Utili ties, Inc., 
(', '1 .' ,1 
kII .j, . .A.. t.:.i.: 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL RECORD - 1 
the Cross Respondent in the above-entitled proceeding, hereby 
requests pursuant to Rule 19, IAR, the inclusion of the following 
material In the Clerk's Record in addition to that required to be 
included by the IAR, the Notice of Appeal and the Notice of Cross 
Appeal. 
1. Clerk's Record: 
a. Notice of Filing Discovery, filed May 15, 2007, to 
which are attached Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's Request for 
Admissions, Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's First Set of 
Interrogatories and Excerpts of the Print craft Press deposition 
and attached exhibits. 
b. Order Adopting Stipulation for Entry of Partial 
Summary Judgment, filed April 25, 2007. 
c. Defendant Sunnyside Industrial and Professional 
Park's Motion for Summary Judgment, filed July 19, 2007. 
d. Brief led in Support of Defendant Sunnyside 
Industrial and Professional Park's Motion for Summary Judgment, 
filed July 19, 2007. 
e. Affidavit of Kirk Woolf, filed July 19, 2007. 
f. Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc.' s Motion for Summary 
Judgment, filed July 19, 2007. 
d. Brief Filed in Support of Defendant Sunnyside Park 
Utilities' Motion for Summary Judgment, filed July 19, 2007. 
e. Affidavit of Doyle Beck, filed July 19, 2007. 
f. Notice of Filing Excerpts of Deposition, filed 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL RECORD - 2 
.. ~ .., .t~ ~ h~ ~l.-. ..1:... \..) 
19, 2007. 
g. Sunnyside Park Owners Association's Motion for 
Summary Judgment, filed July 19, 2007. 
h. Brief Filed in Support of Defendant Sunnyside Park 
Owners Association's Motion for Summary Judgment, filed July 19, 
2007. 
i. Reply of Sunnyside Park Utili ties to Plainti ff' s 
IvJemorandum in Response to Motion for Summary Judgment, led 
August 10, 2007. 
j. Reply of Sunnyside and Industrial and Professional 
Park to Printcraft's Memorandum in Response to Motion for Summary 
Judgment, filed August 10, 2007. 
k. Reply of Sunnyside Park Owners Association to 
Plaintiff's Memorandum in Response to Motion for Summary Judgment, 
filed August 10, 2007. 
1. Objection to Motion to Amend, filed April 8, 2008. 
m. Objection to Plaintiff's Motion to Strike Affidavit 
of Doyle Beck, filed il 8, 2008. 
n. SPU's and SIPP's Opposition to Motion to Amend to 
Allege Punitive Damages, filed May 1, 2008. 
o. Affidavit 
Plaintiff's Motion to Amend 
1, 2008. 
p. Affidavit 
Plaintiff's Motion to Amend 
of Kirk 
to Allege 
of Mark 
to Allege 
~~ "" "~ 
;,-"" ~L l 
Woolf In Opposition to 
Punitive Damages, filed May 
Fuller in Opposition of 
Punitive Damages, filed May 
REQOEST FOR ADDITIONAL RECORD - 3 
1, 2008. 
q. SPU's and SIPP's Response to Plaintiff's Motions 
for Reconsideration, filed May 1, 2008. 
r. Affidavi t of Daniel R. Beck in Support of Motion 
for Partial Summary Judgment Re: Damages, filed December 8, 2008. 
s. Affidavit of Bryan D. Smith, led January 2, 2009. 
t. Motion for New Trial, filed March 19, 2009. 
u. Defendants Beck and Woolf's Motion to Reconsider 
Motion for Directed Verdict, filed March 19, 2009. 
v. Defendants Beck and Woolf's Motion for Judgment 
Notwithstanding the Verdict, filed March 19, 2009. 
w. Defendants Beck and Woolf's Motion for New Trial, 
filed March 19, 2009. 
x. Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict, 
filed March 19, 2009. 
y. Brief in Support of Motion for Judgment 
Notwithstanding the Verdict or, in the Alternative, Motion for New 
Trial, filed March 19, 2009. 
z. Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict and 
Alternative Motion for New Trial, filed March 19, 2009. 
aa. Reply to Printcraft's Memorandum in Opposition to 
Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict and Al ternati ve 
Motion for New Trial and Waiver of Oral Argument, filed April 8, 
2009. 
bb. Obj ection to Plaintiff's Claim for Attorney Fees 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL RECORD 4 
and Costs, filed April 13, 2009. 
cc. Defendants Beck and Woolf's Objection to 
Memorandum of Attorney's Fees and Costs, filed April 13, 2009. 
dd. Obj ection to Memorandum of At torney's Fees and 
Costs, filed April 13, 2009. 
ee. Brief in Support of Obj ection to Memorandum of 
Attorney's Fees and Costs, filed April 13, 2009. 
ff. Affidavit of Bryan D. Smith, filed April 3, 2009. 
gg. Reply Brief to Printcraft's t"lemorandum in 
Opposition to Motion for Judgment Notwithstanding the Verdict and 
Alternative Motion for New Trial, filed April 13, 2009. 
hh. Reply to Plaintiff's Response to Defendants' 
Obj ections to Memorandum of ?"ttorney's Fees and Costs, filed May 
5, 2009. 
ii. Reply Brief Filed to Plaintiff's Response to 
Defendants' Obj ection to Request for Attorney's Fees and Costs, 
filed May 6, 2009 
2. I certify that a copy of this Request for Additional 
Record has been served upon the Clerk of the District Court and 
upon all parties required to be served pursuant to Idaho Appellate 
Rule 20. 
DATED this day of June, 2009. 
Mark R. Fuller 
Attorney for Cross-Respondent 
Sunnyside Park Utilities, Inc. 
(-' 1 -! \) 
,.: J •. lO 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL RECORD - 5 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I served a true and correct copy of the 
following described pleading or document on the attorneys listed 
below on this day of June, 2009: 
Document Served: 
Attorneys Served: 
Michael D. Gaffney, Esq. 
BEARD ST. CLAIR 
2105 Coronado Street 
Idaho Falls, 10 83404 
Bryan Smith 
SMITH, DRISCOLL & ASSOCIATES 
P.O. Box 50731 
Idaho Falls, 10 83405-0731 
Fax: 529-4166 
Court Clerk 
Attn: Marlene 
Bonneville County Courthouse 
605 N. Capital 
Idaho Falls, 10 83402 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL RECORD 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimile 
Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimile 
Hand Delivery 
U.S. Mail 
Facsimile 
_~_ Hand Delivery 
~:i~ Mark R. Fu ler 
FULLER & CARR 
REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL RECORD - 6 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTIUCT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF' BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., 
P laintiff-Respondent -Cross Appellant, 
v. 
DOYLE BECK, an individual, and KIRK 
WOOLF, an individual, 
Defendants-Appellants-Cross 
Respondents, 
and 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an 
Idaho corporation, 
Appe llant -Cross Respondent, 
and 
SUNNYSIDE PARK OWNERS 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
ASSOCIATION, INC., an Idaho ) 
corporation, and SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL ) 
AND PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, an ) 
Idaho Limited Liability corporation, ) 
Defendants 
) 
) 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., ) 
) 
Plaintiff-Respondent, ) 
) 
v. ) 
) 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an ) 
Idaho corporation, ) 
) 
Defendant-Appellant, ) 
) 
and ) 
) 
) 
SUNNYSIDE PARK OWNERS ) 
ASSOCIATION, INC., an Idaho corporation, ) 
And SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL & ) 
PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, an Idaho ) 
Limited liability company, DOYLE BECK, an ) 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATION OF EXHIBITS-l 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATION 
OF EXHIBITS 
Case No. CV 2006-7097 
Supreme Court Docket No. 36567 
Individual and KIRK WOOLF, an individual, ) 
) 
Defendants ) 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) 
County of Bonneville ) 
I, Ronald Longmore, Clerk of the District Court of the Seventh Judicial District of the State of 
Idaho, in and for the County of Bonneville, do hereby certifY that the foregoing Exhibits were marked for 
identification and offered in evidence, admitted, and used and considered by the Comt in its 
determination: Please see attached page(s). 
Exhibit List, dated 3-3-09 
And I further certify that all of said Exhibits are on file in my office and are PaIt of this record on 
Appeal in this cause, and are hereby transmitted to the Supreme Court. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the District Court 
this 11 th day of August, 2009. 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATION OF EXHIBITS - 2 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SEVENTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF BONNEVILLE 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC.. 
P lainti ff-Respondent, 
v. 
DOYLE BECK, an individual, and KIRK 
WOOLF, an individual, 
Defendants-Appellants, 
and 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC., an ) 
Idaho corporation, SUNNYSIDE PARK ) 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., an ) 
corporation, and SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL ) 
AND PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, an ) 
Idaho limited liability corporation, ) 
) 
__________ ~D=e=fu=n=da=n=ts~. _____________ ) 
PRINTCRAFT PRESS, INC., ) 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
v. 
SUNNYSIDE PARK UTILITIES, INC.,an 
Idaho corporation, 
Defendant-Appellant, 
and 
SUNNYSIDE PARK OWNERS 
ASSOCIATION, INC., an Idaho corporation, 
And SUNNYSIDE INDUSTRIAL & 
PROFESSIONAL PARK, LLC, an Idaho 
Limited liability company, DOYLE BECK, an 
Individual and KIRK WOOLD, an individual, 
Defendants. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE - 1 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
Case No. CV-2006-7097 
Docket No. 36556 
Case No. CV -2006-7097 
Docket No. 36567 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the __ day of September, 2009, I served a copy of the Reporter's 
Transcript (if requested) and the Clerk's Record in the Appeal to the Supreme Court in the above entitled 
cause upon the following attorneys: 
Mark R. Fuller, Esq. 
FULLER & CARR 
P.O. Box 50935 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405-0935 
Attorney for Defendants/ Appellants 
Cross Respondents 
Bryan D. Smith, Esq. 
SMfTH, DRlSCOLL & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 
P.O. Box 50731 
Idaho Falls, ID 83405 
Attorney for Defendant/Appellant 
Michael D. Gaffney, Esq . 
BEARD, ST. CLAIR, GAFFNEY, 
McNAMARA & CALDER, PA 
2105 Coronado 
Idaho Falls, ID 83404 
Attorney for Plaintiff/Respondent 
Cross Appellant 
Michael D. Gaffney, Esq. 
BEARD, ST. CLAIR, GAFFNEY, 
McNAMARA & CALDER, PA 
2105 Coronado 
Idaho Falls, ID 83404 
Attorney for Plaintiff/Respondent 
by depositing a copy of each thereof in the United States mail , postage prepaid, in an envelope addressed 
to said attorneys at the foregoing address, which is the last address of said attorneys known to me . 
CERTlFICA TE OF SERVICE - 2 
RONALD LONGMORE 
Clerk ofthe District Court 
By: 
